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What is revisionism ? 


“Revisionism is the bourgeois revision of the 
proletarian ideology, is its adaption to the bourgeois 
ideology, for the purpose of the deceit and subjugation 
of the class of the proletariat under the class of the 
bourgeoisie." 


in short: 


“Revisionism is a falsification of the proletarian 
ideology, its adaption to the bourgeois ideology, its 
bourgeoisification." 


in shortest: 
“Revisionism is bourgeoisified proletarian ideology." 


- Comintern (SH) - 


With the ideological weapon of the 5 Classics of 
Marxism-Leninism, the world proletariat will defeat 
revisionism forever! 


Our struggle against the traitors to the ideology of the 
proletariat continues. 


It is our duty as Stalinist-Hoxhaists to defend the 
revolutionary ideology of the working class against 
revisionism, to analyze relentlessly our mistakes that 
we have made, to correct them and to mobilize all forces 
against revisionism. 


The present crisis of the communist world movement 
can only be overcome in the struggle against all 
branches of revisionism, namely both on a global and 
national scale. 


This should not be a textbook "on" revisionism - it is not a 
comprehensive theoretical, scientific, systematic and detailed 
representation of criticism at revisionism. Much is still in need of 
improvement. 

We Stalinist-Hoxhaists are not "schoolmasters" who only reproduce 
eclectical knowledge "about" history of struggle against revisionism. 
We, ourselves, have made anti-revisionist history as revolutionary 
fighters of the working class, as comrades who have always stood 
heroically on the front line against revisionism. This book is the result 
of our own experience that we have made in 50 years of continuous 
anti-revisionist fighting. With this book we like to generalize our own 
struggle to be prepared all the better for the final victory over 
revisionism. 

Many books have already been written which deal with revisionism, 
especially with modern revisionism. But there was still a lack on the 
research regarding the comprehensive causes, processes, methods 
and laws of revisionism in the light of dialectical and historical 
materialism - summarized in one book. 

This book explains what revisionism really is and how the communists 
and revolutionary workers combat its influence. 

This book was written for the unification of all anti-revisionist fighters 
all over the world, on the basis of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism. 
This is a global manual in the service of our global victory over 
revisionism. 

We want also report on what we did wrong, and we want to learn from 
our mistakes. Much remains unexplained, still needs to be analyzed 
and discovered, and we especially hope for new insights from the 
Comintern Archives. After 50 years, we come to the conclusion that we 
are still influenced and misled by modern revisionism. The 
sustainability of modern revisionism is still a great danger, not only in 
the former revisionist countries but all over the world. Modern 
revisionism is still breeding ground for neo-revisionism. And neo- 
revisionism cannot be defeated if we are unable to tear out its source - 
modern revisionism. 

We need to complete our understanding about the catastrophic effects 
of revisionism, and must permanently revolutionize our anti-revisionist 
consciousness and awareness. We assume that most of the historical 
texts on the international communist movement were falsified by the 
revisionist countries and revisionist parties. A big challenge waits for 
us, to unmask and correct the historical fakes of the revisionists. There 
is no other way than to purify globally communist history from 
revisionist rubbish. We are called to rewrite the history of communism 
on the basis of the teachings of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism. 
And this book about our own struggle against revisionism is part of 
fulfilling this gigantic task. 

50 years are only a small sequence of history, which no longer allows 
us as an interim balance. Many revisionist crimes can be brought to 
light only step by step. Our inaccuracies, mistakes and miscalculations 
about revisionism must be corrected. We have to thoroughly undergo 
a comprehensive revision of our knowledge about the history of the 
communist world movement. Without honest criticism and self-criticism 
we cannot eradicate sustainable influence of revisionism, especially 


not if we do not analyze the mechanism of the revisionist principle of 
the moult of bourgeois ideology in the changing process of struggle 
against us communists and the revolutionary working class. This book 
should encourage all revolutionary forces to march forward on the 
heroical path of struggle against revisionism. Never give up the fight 
against revisionism ! 

Our first aim is to eliminate the inevitability of revisionism by the 
establishment of the dictatorship of the world proletariat. Then we will 
concentrate on our struggle for the complete abolishment of 
revisionism in the period of the transformation from world socialism to 
world communism. 

We fought both practically and theoretical against the revisionists of all 
hues, but we limit ourselves on the theoretical struggle in this book. 
We refuse to have the final say. The final say have exclusively the 
revolutionary workers and revolutionary toiling masses. It is them who 
make history ! Therefore we render our account of our anti-revisionist 
struggle only for them. 50 years of our fight against modern 
revisionism is only a small but important contribution to the history of 
the general class struggle between the ideology of the bourgeoisie and 
the ideology of the working class. However, this struggle is 
indispensable for leading the world proletariat to the liberation from 
world capitalism. It is indispensable for the struggle of the restoration 
of socialism, namely on a global scale. It is a stony way, full of defeats, 
losses and victims, a way of overcoming illusions about the 
revisionists and other traitors within the communist and workers’ world 
movement. 

The proletarian ideology is stronger than the bourgeois ideology no 
matter how much it tries to slip into the proletarian ideology, namely for 
the only purpose to mislead the proletariat. The world proletariat 
cannot be victorious in the struggle against the world bourgeoisie, 
without the victorious struggle against revisionism. Fire on 

revisionism ! "From nothing nothing comes." - Only by means of our 
persistent anti-revisionist struggle the final victory will belong to the 
world proletariat ! 

50 years communism in the struggle against modern revisionism must 
not be hushed up. This is a matter of the class struggle. The world 
proletariat must get to know everything about it. Without usage of the 
proletarian ideology and its anti-revisionist armoury, the revolutionary 
workers cannot carry the banner of the anti-revisionist struggle to 
victory. 

What is the history of revisionism? 

The history of revisionism is the history of all the futile attempts of the 
bourgeoisie, to mislead the struggle against revisionism and to 
persuade the revolutionary proletariat and the communist movement 
to withdraw themselves from the struggle against revisionism, namely 
for the purpose of the weakening and finally liquidation of the anti- 
revisionist struggle. 

The revisionists use the method of "carrot and stick", in general. And in 
particular, the modern revisionists used this method for the restoration 
of capitalism. And the neo-revisionists use this method for weakening 
and liquidating the restoration of socialism by preparing the restoration 
of revisionism at power. 


What teaches us the history of modern revisionism ? 

The history of modern revisionism teaches that the danger of 
restoration of revisionism exists, namely as long as the class society 
exists. 

Those who give up the fight against revisionism are either revisionists 
or capitulants, what amounts to the same thing. Capitulation to 
revisionism is counter-revolutionary, means subjection to the ideology 
of the class enemy. Both kinds of people are fighting voluntarily or 
involuntarily for the counterrevolutionary classes, for the maintenance 
of the exploitive and oppressive class society. 

The history of modern revisionism shows that the bourgeoisie needed 
a several decades long sharp class struggle for the re-transformation 
of socialism into capitalism. This shows how deep rooted and lasting 
the socialism really was within the proletarian class and the toiling 
masses. And this shows also how strong the dictatorship of the 
proletariat really was. The bourgeoisie was forced to destroy it not only 
with economical, political and military violence but also forced to use 
the ideological weapon of modern revisionism for the successful 
restoration of capitalism. For the bourgeoisie it was annoying to be 
forced to wear a "red" mask for such a long period. Preferably, the 
bourgeoisie would have liked to drop the incommodious revisionist 
mask as soon as possible. 

The history of restoration of capitalism is only special part of the 
general history of the transformation of capitalism into socialism. This 
shows that this process of transformation is anything else but easy 
smooth and rectilinear. Reversals, defeats and setbacks are 
unavoidable. However, the dialectics of this historical process of 
transformation teach us: 

the more painful such historical reversals, defeats and setbacks are, 
all the more socialism can be reconstructed on profound and stable 
ground. A reconstructed Socialism, after a life of suffering, caused by 
the restoration of capitalism, will be much more resistant because all 
the valuable lessons of historical experiences and failures will pave the 
way to new victories. We have to draw thoroughly conclusions from 
the restoration of capitalism, otherwise we cannot avoid this failure in 
future. Socialism will be restored on a higher qualitative level and on a 
global scale. Restoration of capitalism on the global scale is much 
more difficult than on a national scale. 

The bourgeoisie knows this also very well. Therefore the world 
bourgeoisie is forced to create a new global mask for the introduction 
of neo-revisionism. And this global mask will be only effective if the 
intended fakery of a "global anti-neorevisionist" struggle is "authentic" 
and "convincing" enough to deceive us anti-neorevisionists. We know 
the tricks of the revisionists and will not fall in their new trap. We have 
seen that the bourgeoisie has already exchanged her mask of modern 
revisionism by the mask of neo-revisionism, namely decades ago. 
The struggle between us Stalinists-Hoxhaists and neo-revisionists is 
essentially the same struggle as that between the Marxists-Leninists 
and the modern revisionists - with the only difference that it is an anti- 
revisionist struggle on a higher (=global) stage. It is part of the 
globalized class struggle between the world bourgeoisie and the world 
proletariat. 


It is a principle of the historical development of the class struggle, that 
the greater the fraud, all the greater the victory over the fraudsters. 
The neo-revisionist mask is the new, fraudulent mask named "world 
revolution", and of course directed against the world revolution itself. If 
we would not have unfolded our struggle for the socialist world 
revolution then the world bourgeoisie would keep silent on us and thus 
not need to create neo-revisionism. In the moment when we have 
revolutionized the proletarian ideology and when the world proletariat 
gets to know about it, then this is a threat for the world bourgeoisie 
and she is forced to react against this threat. This means the 
unavoidable exchange of her fraudulent silence through putting on the 
neo-revisionist mask. Without the revisionist mask it would be 
impossible for the world bourgeoisie to get influence and control on the 
growing and increasing class struggle of the revolutionary world 
proletariat. 

Our struggle against the revisionist mask follows the dialectical 
principle: 

Before the proletariat can force the class enemy to take off the neo- 
revisionist mask, the workers must have already forced the class 
enemy to put it on. If the bourgeoisie would have the choice to exploit 
the proletariat without any ideological masquerade, then she would 
rule without neo-revisionist auxiliary means. The involuntary nature of 
wearing the neo-revisionist mask is only based on the growing 
socialist world consciousness of the proletariat in its revolutionary 
struggle for liberation. The neo-revisionist mask is only ideological 
accessory of the protective clothing for the maintenance of the 
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie in the struggle against the proletariat. 
Before we have torn the last revisionist mask, there are many other 
masks which must be torn. We Stalinist-Hoxhaists are the only ones 
who can unmask and defeat revisionism theoretically and practically 
because we are guided by the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism. 
Without organized leadership of the Communist International (Stalinist- 
Hoxhaists) the globalized struggle against revisionism can not be 
finished victoriously. 

Stalinism-Hoxhaism is the direct cause of the creation of neo- 
revisionism and not a reverse effect. Stalinism-Hoxhaism will always 
emerge victoriously from struggle against neo-revisionism, because it 
is the doctrine of the invincible world proletariat, of the only 
revolutionary class, which leads mankind from the class society to the 
classless society - in spite of all the revisionist masks of the 
bourgeoisie. The revisionists are none others than Don Quixote who 
fights against our anti-revisionist windmills. 


1. What Matters ... 


(Roughly summarized) 
Historically, the proletariat has already practically proven the fact that 
the proletarian ideology is the only ideological weapon with which 
bourgeois ideology was already defeated. 
Marxism-Leninism was the only ideology that had power over the 
bourgeois ideology in a large part of the world. 
The ideology of the world proletariat is the ideology of proletarian 
world domination. 
The proletarian ideology is the ideology which destroys, removes and 
abolishes the ideology of the world bourgeoisie. 
The world imperialism, faced with the international threat of the 
proletarian ideology, was historically forced to disguise the bourgeois 
ideology as an "proletarian" ideology for the purpose to deceive the 
proletariat. 
The world bourgeoisie used this trick firstly for thwarting the takeover 
of the power of the proletariat, and secondly for overthrowing the 
power of the proletariat. 
The bourgeois ideology pretends to be the "proletarian" ideology 
according to the slogan: "Beat the class enemy with one's own 
weapons!" 
And if the bourgeoisie is forced to hide her own class ideology behind 
the ideology of the class enemy, then this shows the strength of the 
proletarian ideology and the weakness of the bourgeois ideology. 
Stalinism-Hoxhaism, as the further development of Marxism-Leninism, 
has proved historically that the proletarian ideology prevailed even 
under conditions of the encirclement through the ideology of the 
bourgeoisie, in general, and through that of the revisionists, in 
particular. 
The proletarian ideology is the only ideology of the world which can 
defeat the bourgeois ideology even in spite of its disguised 
"proletarian" cloak. In other words: 
The Stalinist-Hoxhaist ideology proved to be stronger than the 
revisionist ideology. More than that. The Stalinist-Hoxhaist ideology is 
the only ideology which abolishes the class character of the ideology 
and thus paves the way to the classless ideology. 
However, history also proved that the domination of the doctrine of 
Stalinism-Hoxhaism can be not guaranteed on a national scale as long 
as world imperialism prevails. The domination of the doctrine of 
Stalinism-Hoxhaism can only be guaranteed on a global scale. 
Only the World Socialism guarantees the elimination of the inevitability 


of revisionism. However, revisionism of the old classes exists as long 
as class society exists. The danger of revisionism can therefore even 
not be eliminated in the era of world socialism. 

And in the world of communism the struggle of progressive ideas 
against unprogressive ideas (which are sometimes masked behind 
"progressive" ideas) still goes on, but this struggle is not anymore 
waged on the battlefield of classes. 

Stalinism-Hoxhaism teaches that remains of revisionism even still 
exists in communism and consequently, the struggle against remains 
of revisionism must be continued with growing efforts. If we put 
forward this thesis we understand to distinguish the dialectical 
difference between the present class character of revisionism and its 
remains in the classless society. In the world of communism, 
revisionism cannot be used anymore in the interest of any class. That 
is most important. However, this does not mean that remains of 
revisionism would become automatically harmless for the communist 
society. 

Even the communist society can not do without revision of ideas which 
do not suit anymore to changing circumstances. The revision of 
communist ideas is indispensable part of their further development. 
We fight only against those kind of revisions which hinder or impede 
the development of the communist society. 

If, however, revisions generally tend to be presented as alleged 
"progressive" ideas, if this method is used systematically for the 
purpose of deceit, then we call them revisionist, then we speak of 
revisionism. Even remains of revisionist methods and ideas may not 
be ignored by the classless society. 

Also in communism there are social forces who are more progressive 
than others. Social contradictions are unavoidable even in a 
communist society. The character of all social contradictions within the 
classless society are exclusively non-antagonistic, and consequently 
also the non-antagonistic contradictions between progressive and 
unprogressive ideas (to which belong also remains of revisionist 
ideas). 

Stalinism-Hoxhaism teaches that revisionism can only be abolished in 
communism. That is the crucial point, despite the fact that remains will 
still exist for certain time. Absolutization of Communism is idealistic. 
Realization of communism in absolute form is impossible. An always 
better completion of communism, that's all what mankind can do in a 
communist society. 

With this outlook we like to finish the particular meaning of revisionist 
remains in future conditions of communism. 

As follows, we concentrate on the present class-character of 
revisionism. We use the term "revisionism" primarily as a special 
branch of the bourgeois ideology which is used to defeat the 
proletarian ideology by means of its own weapons. 


Modern revisionism was the ideological weapon of the bourgeoisie 
who had lost her power. 

Modern revisionism at power was the bourgeois ideology of the 
restoration of capitalism. 

Modern revisionism was needed to prevent the proletarian ideology 


from gaining world power. 

Modern revisionism was needed to restore sole domination of the 
ideology of world imperialism. 

The bourgeoisie succeeded in dethroning Stalinism-Hoxhaism as a 
ruling state doctrine by means of modern revisionism. However, the 
bourgeoisie will never succeed in destroying the proletarian ideology 
as less as the proletarian class itself. If there is no socialism in the 
world anymore, this is not equivalent to the non-existence of the 
proletarian ideology. The proletarian ideology exists as long as the 
class exists to which it belongs. The proletarian ideology will recover, 
further develop and be back stronger than ever. The proletarian 
ideology enlightens the world of today, a world full of darkest reaction 
and revisionist betrayal. We will not stop fighting against all those who 
deny, disdain or distort the necessity of continuation of the anti- 
revisionist struggle on the basis of the teachings of the 5 Classics of 
Marxism-Leninism. 

As long as the world bourgeoisie and the world proletariat exist, as 
long as these two main antagonistic classes exist, they are in the class 
struggle. And thus also exists the struggle between the bourgeois and 
the proletarian ideology, namely as long as the question: "Who - 
whom?" is not yet finally decided. The struggle between the 
revisionists and anti-revisionists is unavoidable part of global class 
struggle. Therefore, we continue our anti-revisionist struggle 
unabatedly, until global victory. 

Whether 10, 50 or 100 years fraud, forgery or camouflage of 
revisionists - earlier or later we Stalinist-Hoxhaists uncover and 
unmask completely all revisionist tricks. Until the end of time, 
revisionists can neither hush up nor distort the truth. Truth will prevail. 
By means of the dialectical and historical materialism we will find out 
the truth and defeat the revionists all over the world. 

Modern revisionism was based on bourgeois ideas which could only 
survive within the socialist society by means of a red garment. The 
role of the revisionists is hampering the socialist society in its 
development towards communism, and finally its liquidation. 

With the establishment of the power of the modern revisionists the 
international anti-revisionist struggle reached a higher level of quality. 
Albania became the first socialist country that defended socialism in 
spite of the encirclement of all capitalist-revisionist powers all over the 
world. The higher quality of the struggle against the entire world of the 
modern revisionists, all the more improved also the struggle against 
the revisionists within Albania itself. And this stimulated the socialist 
development of Albania on a higher and higher stage. Otherwise, 
without the struggle against modern revisionism socialist Albania could 
not have survived for over 4 decades. 

The generalizations of the experience of Enver Hoxha's struggle 
against revisionism of today is the infallible basis for the struggle 
against revisionism in the era of world socialism of tomorrow. In 
Albania, a new higher type of socialism was created, a type of 
socialism which resisted successfully all threats of the modern 
revisionists. Hoxhaism was the proletarian ideology which prevented 
the socialist Albania from capitalist restoration. Victoriously, Hoxhaism 
broke through the revisionist encirclement of the revisionist countries, 


namely until they had dissolved themselves. Concerning the capitalist- 
revisionist encirclement, the capitalist and revisionist world 
collaborated against socialism in Albania. The main threat to Albania 
came from the countries of revisionism at power, at first from 
Yugoslavia, then from the Soviet Union and finally from China. When 
these revisionist countries were finally transformed into open capitalist 
countries, world imperialism was able to regain autocracy and 
increased the pressure on socialist Albania for the purpose of its 
liquidation and assimilation. This increased the danger for the fall of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. And especially after the death of 
Comrade Enver Hoxha, the tendencies grew for capitulation to world 
imperialism. And so the revisionists, led by Ramiz Alia, betrayed 
socialism and turned away from Stalinism-Hoxhaism. They paved the 
path for the new bourgeoisie, helped her coming to power and to 
establish the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. 

The process of restoration of capitalism takes place dialectically and 
not metaphysically. Out of the restoration of capitalism emerges 
nothing else than the restoration of socialism. This is a principle of the 
negation of negation. Both processes can not be detached from each 
other, they form a coherent whole. This historical process goes on until 
world socialism is finally achieved. The danger of inevitableness of the 
restoration of capitalism can only be eliminated in the period of world 
socialism. The restoration of capitalism in the period of world socialism 
is avoidable but its danger can still not be excluded, and thus this 
danger still exists. With the elimination of the exploiting classes the 
antagonistic contradictions are not yet eliminated in a socialist country. 
The capitalist world exerts pressure on the socialist state. In addition 
to the characteristical non-antagonistic contradictions of the socialist 
society the antagonistic contradictions persist. Thus socialism was not 
at any time exclusively in the state of unceasing forward movement 
and positive change, renewal and development, but he went through 
defeats and setbacks, zigzags and rise of the class struggle. And after 
all, the process of its revisionist decomposition led to (only temporary) 
demise. In the socialist society, class struggle develops in all its 
sharpness: "Who - whom?" This question of struggle between the 
revolutionary proletariat and the revisionists in socialism is always the 
question between the defense and strengthening or weakening and 
liquidation of the dictatorship of the proletariat. The inevitability of the 
danger of capitalist restoration can be eliminated only on a global 
scale. For individual socialist country there is no guarantee, as long as 
the international imperialist-revisionist encirclement exists. This is a 
lesson of Marxism-Leninism, which has been confirmed in practice. 
New, stronger and more resistant socialist movements emanate from 
temporary defeats and weaknesses of socialism. Socialism can not be 
stopped, because this corresponds to the law of class struggle and 
which unavoidably determines the future social development. 

This slowly maturing forces of the regeneration and restoration of 
socialism will have attained, one day, such a strength that they are ripe 
for a qualitative leap for the renewed socialist revolution and the 
reconstruction of socialism of a new type of higher level. That's 
dialectics and this can not be otherwise. The struggle between 
capitalism and socialism is a lengthy and not straightforward struggle 


of opposites where the old order is strong enough to gain the upper 
hand. The old system can defeat the new order, before it is finally and 
completely replaced by the new system. In the struggle between 
capitalism and socialism there are processes of transition of quantity 
into quality. The rulership of Capitalism, especially on a world scale, 
can not be eliminated at a stroke, as long as the socialist forces are 
still not strong enough to triumph on a world scale. The history of 
socialism teaches us, that defeats do not mean the end of socialism. 
In the contrary. Defeats make socialism even stronger and more 
resistent. No matter, how complicated and painful the way to victory of 
world socialism may be, the struggle for socialism will be continued 
until the new world socialist society has triumphed definitively over the 
old capitalist world society. One day, Socialism spreads across the 
globe - as sure as eggs is eggs! 

Capitalism needed far more than 100 years, until capitalism was able 
to liberate from feudalism. And capitalism was also not able to triumph 
over feudalism in a coup. A whole series of bourgeois revolutions 
suffered inevitably defeat until they were finally strong enough to 
sweep away the feudal social order. This happened also to the 
socialist revolutions and to the capitalist restoration of socialism. 
History knows enough examples where the old class system was 
restored before it could be finally destroyed by a new class system. 
Why do the revisionists deny this dialectics of the revolutionary 
historical processes? Because they are capitulants, and they do not 
believe in the historical inevitability of the socialist revolution. 

We still live in the era of transition from capitalism to socialism. We live 
in the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution. Almost 100 years 
ago the October Revolution heralded the great proletarian world 
revolution. This was only the beginning. We live in an era in which the 
struggle between capitalism and socialism goes back and forth, where 
socialist revolutions and national liberation wars are accompanied by 
both the victories and defeats. All this accelerates more and more to 
the collapse of world imperialism, the liquidation of neo-colonialism, 
and last not least the triumph of socialism on a world scale. This epoch 
"Who - whom" is not yet complete, and will still take some time. But 
the globalization of imperialism has widely opened the door to the 
globalization of socialism. Socialism needs far less time for its 
globalization than capitalism. Is globalization of socialism 
accomplished, then there is nowhere in the world a place of retreat for 
capitalism. Then capitalism will be confronted not only by the 
dictatorship of the proletariat of a single country, but by socialism in all 
countries of the world, namely without exception ! When socialism has 
triumphed globally, no country needs to fear the restoration of 
capitalism. 

The world socialist revolution paves not only the path to world 
socialism. The world socialist revolution simultaneously digs the grave 
of the international revisionism. No revisionists can prevent the rebirth 
of socialism because this rebirth is an inevitable historical process, 
namely the consequence of the objective decline of the capitalist class 
society. 

There is no new social order that is born already completely 
developed. And there is also no old order of society that ends with one 


blow. This is a lengthy, complicated process with both a lot of 
avoidable and inevitable detours and wrong turns. There are so many 
sacrifices until the society has overcome the class struggle of the 
antagonistic classes. And it is also a long way until the class society 
has been transformed into a classless society. Each new revolution 
and each new socialist society eliminates and overcomes the mistakes 
of the previous revolution, the mistakes of the first stage of socialism - 
at a qualitatively higher and higher stage of development of human 
society: 

The restoration of capitalism is the eve of the restoration of socialism. 
Restoration of socialism means world socialism. 

History has proven that the restoration of capitalism became a fact. 
But if the restoration of capitalism had become a fact, why should not 
also its further transformation into the restoration of socialism be 
possible? Today the revisionists keep themselves busy with masking 
its anti-communist negation, while we Stalinist-Hoxhaists deal with the 
scientific substantiation of a positive answer to this question. 

Just as the bourgeoisie increased her counter-revolutionary force 
tenfold in order to reconquer her power that she has lost to the 
proletariat, the working class will increase its revolutionary power 
hundredfold, to reconquer the power that it has lost to the bourgeoisie. 
This is the Marxist-Leninist truth which the Comintern (SH) explains to 
the world proletariat. We must force the revisionists to leave our 
trenches so that we get them in front of our revolutionary rifles. 
Revisionists must deny the possibility of the restoration of socialism on 
a global scale necessarily, because they are afraid that we unmask 
them. The revolutionary world proletariat will uncover their betrayal of 
communism and defeat them. The neo-revisionists will fully get to feel 
the effects of the whole rage of the proletariat over the historic betrayal 
of the modern revisionists ! 

This is precisely the scientifically proven determinism of Marxism- 
Leninism about the inevitability of the final victory over revisionism 
which the revisionists fear even more today. They deny this 
determinism vehemently and call it "dogmatic" and "sectarian". Of 
course, this determinism is not synonymous with a revisionism which 
disappears automatically, just "by itself". The revisionists, even if 
already defeated, do never give up their fight against the proletarian 
revolution. 

Wherever the revisionist rats unsheathe their heads, whenever they 
exit their rat holes, we have to chop off their head! 

Revisionists, such as Dimitrov, propagated the revisionist slogan of the 
"guaranteed, invincible socialism" of the Soviet Union (what was 
already unmasked by Lenin and Stalin). This revisionist slogan means 
nothing else than that class struggle in socialism would become 
"superfluous". With this suicidal slogan, the revisionists gave the 
bourgeoisie free rein to overthrow the dictatorship of the proletariat, in 
order to restore capitalism. In the same way, the neo-revisionists deny 
the possibility of the restoration of socialism on a global scale. And 
that's why they defame us as alleged "Trotskyites" ! 

Class struggle for socialism is always unavoidable, no matter before, 
during or after the victory of the proletariat, namely both on a national 
and international scale. This includes the unavoidability of the armed 


socialist revolution for the restoration of socialism. Whereas the 
revisionists want that the proletariat takes only a look at the socialist 
revolution through the window of a historical museum. 

We always have to reckon with the revisionists, even more so if the 
world proletariat has built its world dictatorship (namely even more 
than ever!). 

The former defeats of socialism are valuable lessons for the victory of 
socialism in future. So one day, the capitalist system is completely 
eliminated and the socialist system be restored - at a higher stage - on 
a world scale. And it also means that Stalinism-Hoxhaism will finally 
triumph over revisionism. Stalinism-Hoxhaism become inevitably the 
dominant ideology in the world, because it is the ideology of the 
victorious world proletariat. Revisionism, in the contrary, is the 
ideology of the world bourgeoisie, ie the ideology of a declining and 
dying class which misused the proletarian ideology for the only 
purpose to survive. The drowning bourgeoisie clutches at a straw, 
hoping to escape her downfall. 

That's why there will neither be conciliation nor unity of the 
antagonistic contradiction of the ideology of Stalinism-Hoxhaism and 
neo-revisionism. The state in which both exist at the same time, does 
not last forever. Stalinism-Hoxhaism will survive neo-revisionism and 
not vice versa. The elimination of socialism in the world is allegedly a 
"proof" for the "unsuitability" of Stalinism-Hoxhaism and the inability of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat to survive. This is the anti-communist 
ideology which is spread by the bourgeoisie and her revisionist 
lackeys. Socialism, which failed on a national scale will fail all the more 
on a global scale. This is the anti-communist credo of today's world 
bourgeoisie. And the revisionists garnish this lie with "red" colour. The 
working class receives the "well-intentioned advice," to renounce 
revolutionary violence, to give up the "dream" of the victory of the 
socialist revolution and to disengage oneself from the ideology of 
communism. 

Because capitalism has already triumphed over communism, the 
dictatorship of the proletariat would be allegedly "obsolete". 

The bourgeoisie argues that capitalism has defeated communism 
"forever". hus, allegedly, capitalism is "invincible". But this is just an 
assertion without substance, a statement in self-defence of the 
capitalists. The bourgeoisie does everything possible to tarnish the 
workers' commemoration about their already-won victory over 
capitalism. And no one can pale the great achievements of socialism 
into insignificance, which were created by the hands and brains of the 
revolutionary workers on over a sixth of the earth. 

Above all, the bourgeoisie tries to isolate us from the masses by 
demonizing us Communists. The bourgeoisie is pointing fingers at us 
and tries to discredit us by putting the blame on us, for all the crimes 
committed by the revisionists, who serve nobody else than the 
bourgeoisie. 

Revisionists in power are more than just lackeys. They, themselves, 
are the new bourgeoisie, which emanated from the socialist society. 
Revisionists in power have not only betrayed communism, but as 
Capitalists they exploited and oppressed the working class by means 
of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. 


But what follows from the victory of the Marxist-Leninists with comrade 
Enver Hoxha at the head, who has thouroughly unmasked modern 
revisionism ? This mask became unserviceable for the bourgeoisie 
and had to be discarded. It follows, which is always followed from it if 
Marxism has torn off the mask of revisionism. If the class enemy is 
completely discredited with his old revisionist cloak of invisibility, then 
he is forced to set up a new revisionist cloak of invisibility. According to 
the slogan: "beat the enemy with his own weapons", this new cloak of 
invisibility of the bourgeoisie can be nothing other than a "anti- 
revisionist" one. And, indeed, the revisionists of today have set up the 
mask of "anti-revisionism". 

"Revisionism = socialism in words, capitalism in deeds!" 

That was the old formula. It is still valid, but this time hiding behind a 
new mask. 

How do we unmask it? Our new formula is as follows: 

"Struggle against modern revisionism in words, rehabilitation of 
modern revisionism in deeds!" 

The Comintern (SH) calls this new form of revisionism that emerged 
from modern revisionism: neo-revisionism. 

The neo-revisionists are pretending in words, having "overcome" 
modern revisionism, but in truth they hide behind a new mask, for the 
purpose of the revival of modern revisionism. 

So what exactly is the definition of neo-revisionism? 

Neo-revisionism is anti-revisionism in words and revisionism in deeds! 
The neo-revisionism is the highest, most advanced and most 
dangerous form of all previous forms of revisionism: 

In the beginning, revisionism was the ideological means of the 
bourgeoisie with which she tried to keep away the international 
working class from Marxism and started with the revision of Marxism. 
But this attempt failed historically. Revisionism could not prevent the 
working class from the socialist revolution. The October Revolution 
triumphed under the banner of Leninism. Despite revisionism, 
socialism evolved not only in a large country, but began to develop in 
several countries. Socialism proved its superiority over the whole 
capitalist world. Then, the bourgeoisie tried to stop the further 
expansion and consolidation of socialism by means of revisionism - 
and failed thanks comrade Stalin. After Stalin's death the modern 
revisionists tried to restore capitalism in all countries. The revisionists 
could not completely implemented this goal thanks to the socialist 
Albania of comrade Enver Hoxha. The revisionists in power tried to 
bring Albania to its knees, however they failed again. Socialism proved 
superiority over the revisionism in power. The neo-revisionists tried to 
degenerate and liquidate the struggle against modern revisionism that 
was guided by comrade Enver Hoxha at the top of the Marxist-Leninist 
World Movement - and the neo-revisionists failed repeatedly. Marxism- 
Leninism remained alive after the death of comrade Enver Hoxha. 
The bourgeoisie tried to abolish the proletarian International. However, 
the International of today is in the best of health. Even the Comintern 
could only temporarily be dissolved by the revisionists. The Comintern 
was sucessfully reconstructed on 31st of December 2000 and is 
fighting against neo-revisionism successfully since over 15 years. 
History shows that the proletarian ideology cannot be extinguished as 


long as the proletariat exists. The proletarian ideology proved within 
170 years that it has always finally triumphed over the revisionist 
ideology of the bourgeoisie. The proletarian ideology distinguishes 
from all the other class ideologies in this that nobody is able to abolish 
it, even not by means of its own weapons. 

Neo-revisionism was created for the purpose to prevent the come 
back of socialism. Neo-revisionism tries to prevent the revival of the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement through its further development as 
the Stalinist-Hoxhaist World Movement under conditions of 
globalization. Neo-revisionism was now created to keep the world 
proletariat away from the world socialist revolution and the 
establishment of world socialism. Neo-revisionism is furthermore 
needed to sabotage and stop the construction of world socialism, 
namely for the purpose of the global restoration of capitalism. Neo- 
revisionism will then be needed to prevent the transition from socialism 
to communism. The neo-revisionism will finally be needed to stop the 
building and completion of communism, namely by the restoration of 
socialism in the first step, and by the restoration of capitalism in the 
second step. That is the historical assignment and determination of 
neo-revisionism. 

It is the determination of revisionism to protect, save, restore 
capitalism. However, nothing can put the wheel of history into reverse, 
even not revisionism. 

Every temporary success of revisionism paves the way to its downfall 
all the more thorough. 

Essentially, the methods of revisionism have not changed in history. 
The revisionists try to obtain confidence by "supporting" the 
revolutionary movement, however, only for the purpose to slip into it 
unperceived. They follow the tactics of the trojan horse: Conquest of 
the fortress from inside. 

The aim is to occupy leading posts of the revolutionary movement. 

At the top of the revolutionary movement the revisionists try to steer it 
into calmer waters. The revisionists try to isolate the revolutionary 
leaders, to discredit them (or simply to kill them hiddenly), for the 
purpose to get rid of them. The revisionists initiate certain tactics of 
degeneration with the aim of the final liquidation of the revolutionary 
movement and its assimilation into the revisionist and reformist 
movement which finally ends in social fascism. 

If the revolutionary movement reads the intentions of the revisionists, 
then they set up an “anti-revisionist" new mask, to repeatedly deceive 
both the revolutionaries and the masses. 

With the instrument of modern revisionism, the bourgeoisie managed 
to beat the socialist working class nationally. The bourgeoisie was able 
to stop the development of the socialist camp. But then modern 
revisionism was confronted with Stalinism-Hoxhaism and failed. In the 
fight against the world socialist revolution, even Maoism became 
unusable for the world bourgeoisie because Maoism had been 
successfully unmasked and beaten, namely by Comrade Enver 
Hoxha. Today, the world bourgeoisie is shortly before its demise, which 
she causes in the course of globalization. 

The global crisis of capitalism leads directly to the global collapse of 
capitalism, and with this, globalized socialism enters unavoidably the 


world stage of history. The new form of revisionism that tries to create 
the world bourgeoisie now, is a global mold to prevent the direct 
destruction of the capitalist world society and to stop the advance of 
the world-revolutionary proletarian movement. Currently, however, the 
world bourgeoisie has still difficulties to globalize revisionism. With the 
restoration of capitalism the world bourgeoisie decimated seriously the 
once mighty international potential of the forces of the modern 
revisionists. The world bourgeoisie is therefore forced, to retrieve both 
the forces from the remnants of this old movement and from the 
revolutionary movements which were newly created. The world 
bourgeoisie has created a number of international revisionist centers. 
Their global unification and centralization proved to be a difficult task 
(disunity and decentralization was also the trait of modern 
revisionists). Therefore, the world bourgeoisie expects, not least the 
growing development of the Stalinist-Hoxhaist world movement in 
order to abuse it for her own purposes. 

In creating the ideology of global revisionism the world bourgeoisie is 
anxious to cover up all its roots of modern revisionism. For this 
purpose she uses the mask of the "anti-revisionism" and tries to 
assimilate Stalinism-Hoxhaism. 

This new “anti-revisionist" form of revisionism was uncovered solely by 
the Comintern (SH), and we created the definition of "neo- 
revisionism". The Stalinist-Hoxhaist criticism of the neo-revisionism 
was developed and presented by the Comintern (SH). This is the 
historical merit of the Comintern (SH). The global conditions of the 
origin and spread of neo-revisionist currents which developed more or 
less from the old currents of modern revisionism, they were 
comprehensively analyzed by the Comintern (SH). In particular, we 
discovered the process of degeneration of the former Marxist-Leninist, 
anti-revisionist parties which were transformed into neo-revisionist 
organizations. It is not astonishing that these organizations have set 
the anti-revisionist struggle. Now the neo-revisionists concentrate on 
their goal to attack Stalinism-Hoxhaism, namely after we had opened 
the fire against the neo-revisionists. In the struggle against neo- 
revisionism, the Comintern (SH) has developed her own strategy and 
tactics of the world socialist revolution - the general line of the 
Comintern (SH). 

In our general line, we have also defined our strategy and tactics in the 
struggle against revisionism and all its tendencies. 

The bourgeoisie wants to absorb everything of anti-revisionism which 
is not harmful for her rulership. The bourgeoisie even tolerates 
"critique" at neo-revisionism, provided that the bourgeoisie remains 
undamaged. The point is: The criticism of neo-revisionism must only 
go so far, that it is not dangerous for her struggle against restoration of 
socialism, against the re-establishment of revolutionary organizations, 
against the reconstruction of the proletarian dictatorship - especially on 
a global scale. Neo-revisionism - in spite of all "criticism" - must remain 
a functioning fire extinguisher of the world revolution. The bourgeois 
character of this pseudo-"criticism" can be described with the formula: 
"Struggle against neo-revisionism in words, and protection of neo- 
revisionism in deeds." This formula is especially used by the centrists 
who are in the service of the reconciliation between neo-revisionism 


and Stalinism-Hoxhaism (assimilation of the proletarian ideology by 
the bourgeois ideology). 

From time to time, and especially now, the neo-revisionists sing 
"hymns" on Stalin and Enver Hoxha. Neo-revisionists are Pied Pipers! 
The neo-revisionists are abusing Stalin and Enver Hoxha for a 
revisionist "united front". Neo-revisionists present themselves 
conciliatory. Neo-revisionists welcome you, invite you, embrace you - 
and crush you to death ! And sometimes one hears of them repentant 
tones of alleged "self-criticism". This hypocrisy is one of their sneaky 
tactics of deception. There is only one true anti-revisionism. This is the 
proletarian anti-revisionism, diametrically different from the bourgeois 
“anti-revisionism" of the neo-revisionists, which is only used for 
camouflage. 

Our persistent struggle in defence of Stalin, forced the revisionists to 
"rehabilitate" Stalin (willy-nilly). The revisionists would have liked to 
prefer the continuation of their open destructive discussion of the so 
called "Stalin question" and the so-called "Hoxha" question. We have 
sent packing those people who ask such doubting questions. There is 
neither a "Stalin question", nor a "Hoxha question", just as there is no 
questioning about the proletarian ideology, in general. Only enemies of 
the proletariat put the proletarian ideology in question. So the neo- 
revisionists avoided to ask such questions because they had to fear 
otherwise, to be unmasked as revisionists. And so they have swept 
under the carpet this questionable questioning. A clear victory for us 
Stalinist-Hoxhaists over the neo-revisionists! Therefore, most of the 
revisionists dare not anymore to abuse Stalin and Enver Hoxha as a 
bugbear. The involuntary "rehabilitation" of Stalin and Enver Hoxha is 
and remains nothing more than a cunning tactics of the revisionists. 
Neo-Revisionsts are cowards. They do not dare to attack Stalin and 
Enver Hoxha openly. 

In conclusion, there is a dialectical relationship between the feigned 
"rehabilitation" of Stalin and Enver Hoxha and the praising of 
revisionists such as Dimitrov. This is one of the cunning bourgeois 
tactics of transition from open to capped (and in return: transition from 
the capped to the openly) attack against the working class and its 
ideology. 

As long as the revisionists are not in power, they have to hide their 
true intentions. That changes gradually when they are in power. As the 
rulers they speak out openly what they were previously thinking only in 
secrecy. Revisionism has many faces. "Swimming with the tide", is 
typical for all kinds of opportunism. Neo-Revisionists are double- 
dealer. But revisionism never changes its bourgeois nature. We judge 
on neo-revisionists, not according to what they say but what they are 
really doing or all the more according to what they omit to do (!). The 
revisionists must be measured primarily at their deeds. Their 
treacherous deeds must be exposed before the face of the world 
proletariat. The glaring contradiction between word and deed must 
necessarily always be brought to light. Each treacherous or 
camouflaged weapon is useless if its treachery and its cover has been 
revealed. This is particularly true concerning neo-revisionism. Without 
beating the neo-revisionists, the world proletariat will be unable to 
crown its worldwide triumph over revisionism. Otherwise, there will be 


no guaranteed victory over revisionism. And finally something else: 
One tactic of the revisionists which is in scope of great international 
significance, is the secrecy, concealment and falsification of anti- 
revisionist documents. We debunk this tactic primarily by the 
distribution of the works of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism. And it 
is not surprising that these most important works have been published 
by the neo-revisionist organizations only to a small extent (if at all). 
Their members are poorly skilled with regard to the works of the 5 
Classics of Marxism-Leninism. Meanwhile, the Comintern (SH) has 
created online the largest international library of works of the Classics, 
namely free of charge. Our publication of the works of comrade Enver 
Hoxha is especially a heavy blow against this tactics of silence of the 
neo-revisionists. The works of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism are 
invincible because we spread them all over the world. 

One of the most important tasks in the struggle against revisionism is 
that we bring light into the darkness with which the revisionists enclose 
the proletariat. This concerns for example our publications of the 
Comintern Archives, but also the archives of all its former Sections. 
Even the neo-revisionists have used this tactic of silence until today, in 
particular concerning all betrayals of the modern revisionists, which 
are still not uncovered and exposed. The revisionists try to make our 
research difficult. Especially, the neo-revisionists deny the influence of 
the revisionist leaders of the Comintern on the beginning of the period 
of modern revisionism in different countries and on a world scale. The 
neo-revisionists defend the revisionist betrayal of Dimitrov. 

Before the revisionists begin with the complex tactics of their 
bourgeois revision of the advancement of the proletarian ideology 
(namely for the purpose to transform the proletarian ideology into the 
bourgeois ideology, step by step), the revisionists prefer initially the 
less laborious tactics of silence: "What you don't know won't hurt you!" 
The neo-revisionists follow the saying: "Talk is silver, silence is 
golden." Concerning the First International, Frederick Engels 
emphasized: 

"The International is a great power in Europe to be reckoned with, 
which cannot be eliminated by refusing to talk about it" (Frederick 
Engels, 5th of July 1871, MECW, Volume 22) 

It is a tactics of the bourgeoisie, namely firstly to Keep quiet about the 
truth, then to tell half the truth, and finally to distort the truth. The 
revisionists keep quiet about the truth as long as we let them keep 
quiet the truth. The revisionists tell half the truth, as long as we let 
them tell half the truth. The revisionists distort the truth, as long as we 
let them distort the truth. Therefore, our anti-revisionist tactic can 
nothing be other than as follows: 

At first we break through the silence of the neo-revisionists. Then we 
speak out the other half of the truth, and finally we liberate the truth 
from its distortion. 

This passive resistance to the proletarian ideology, this silence and 
concealment, this tactics of cover-up and sub-hitting, is preceded by 
the active tactics of lies, demagogy, misguidance etc. And this active 
tactic is then continued by a more aggressive one, from deceit up to 
social-fascist crimes. 

Take an example: After the foundation of the Comintern (SH), the neo- 


revisionists try to ignore and hush up the Comintern (SH). And in the 
moment when we become stronger, the neo-revisionists start to deride 
us. Then follow accusations, bashing and personal defamations. Our 
successful struggle will be dragged in the mud, and criminal acts 
against us will follow unavoidably. In the further course happens 
exactly that, what always happened to the proletarian International: 
The neo-revisionists strive for the liquidation of the Comintern (SH) by 
means of her transformation into an instrument of the neo-revisionists. 
This was always the goal of the revisionists. They acted and will 
always act according to this goal. This is the determination of the neo- 
revisionists as lackeys of the world bourgeoisie ! And that is the reason 
why we have learnt from the dissolution of the Comintern of Lenin and 
Stalin. 

A neo-revisionist, whom we have torn down the mask, is discredited 
and is thus knocked out. Therefore, those revisionists are at most 
dangerous, who understand perfectly to disguise themselves, and 
thus, those who remain undetected. 

As an example we mention here the double betrayal of the lessons of 
the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism. On the one hand, this dual 
character is to replace the still valid theorems and principles through 
revisionist doctrines. And on the other hand, to preserve outdated 
theorems and principles as a smoke screen, intending to prove one's 
own alleged "loyalty" to the proletarian ideology. Revisionists often 
present the still valid theorems as "outdated", and the outdated tenets 
as still "valid". 

Also characteristic for revisionists is their misuse of the scientifical 
term of "dogmatism". Any further development of the proletarian 
ideology is comdemned as "dogmatism", as a "narrowing", as 
"falsification" etc. But this accusation by the revisionists has never had 
the desired effect. In the contrary. Any development of the proletarian 
ideology was historically a victory over revisionism (and, incidentally, 
also a victory over dogmatism, because dogmatism is mainly a 
disguised form of revisionism. Dogmatism mostly ends in revisionism). 
At first, the revisionists blamed the Leninists as "dogmatists", namely 
when the Leninists had further developed Marxism. They repeated the 
same accusation against the Stalinists when they had further 
developed Leninism. Finally, the Hoxhaists were blamed for 
"dogmatism" because they had further developed Stalinism. 

The revisionists hid behind Marxism with the intention to fight 
Leninism. The revisionists hid behind Leninism with the intention to 
fight Stalinism. The neo-revisionists hide behind Stalinism with the 
intention to fight Hoxhaism. Today, the neo-revisionists hide behind 
Stalinism-Hoxhaism with the intention to combat its further 
development and perfection under globalized conditions. 

We tell the revisionists: 

At the time of Marx and Engels, Marxists were the only true 
communists. At the time of Lenin, the Leninists were the only true 
communists. At the time of Stalin, the Stalinists were the only true 
communists. At the time of Enver Hoxha the Hoxhaists were the only 
true communists. Today, the Stalinists-Hoxhaists are the only true 
communists. Anyone who denies or falsifies this truth, is NOT a 
communist, but a revisionist lackey ! 


To keep the working class in ignorance (or revisionist deceptions), this 
is not only an instrument of domination of the bourgeoisie, but has 
always been an instrument of domination of all exploitive and 
oppressive classes in the entire history of class society. 

Marx teaches: 

"The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e. 
the class which is the ruling material force of society, is at the same 
time its ruling intellectual force. The class which has the means of 
material production at its disposal, has control at the same time over 
the means of mental production, so that thereby, generally speaking, 
the ideas of those who lack the means of mental production are 
subject to it. The ruling ideas are nothing more than the ideal 
expression of the dominant material relationships, the dominant 
material relationships grasped as ideas; hence of the relationships 
which make the one class the ruling one, therefore, the ideas of its 
dominance. The individuals composing the ruling class possess 
among other things consciousness, and therefore think. Insofar, 
therefore, as they rule as a class and determine the extent and 
compass of an epoch, it is self-evident that they do this in its whole 
range, hence among other things rule also as thinkers, as producers of 
ideas, and regulate the production and distribution of the ideas of their 
age: thus their ideas are the ruling ideas of the epoch. For instance, in 
an age and in a country where royal power, aristocracy, and 
bourgeoisie are contending for mastery and where, therefore, mastery 
is shared, the doctrine of the separation of powers proves to be the 
dominant idea and is expressed as an ‘eternal law'.” (Marx: "German 
Ideology") 


The revisionist ideas of the ruling class are in the period of the 
restoration of capitalism the ruling ideas, i.e. the class of the revisionist 
bourgeoisie which is the ruling material force of the revisionist society, 
is at the same time its ruling intellectual force. The class which has the 
means of material production at its disposal, has control at the same 
time over the means of mental production, so that thereby, generally 
speaking, the ideas of the proletariat who lost the means of mental 
production are subject to it. 

Only the revolutionary working class can liberate humanity from 
stupidity and ignorance, and finally liberate humanity from revisionist 
ideas. 

If the world proletariat wants to be globally victorious over revisionism, 
then the world proletariat must globally gain control over the material 
power of the world bourgeoisie. 

"The existence of revolutionary ideas in a particular period 
presupposes the existence of a revolutionary class" (Marx, "German 
Ideology"). 

The existence of global revolutionary ideas presupposes the existence 
of a global revolutionary class, the globalized proletariat. 

The existence of globalized revisionist ideas presupposes the ability of 
the ruling world bourgeois class, to revise and assimilate the globally 
developed proletarian ideology of the world proletariats. 

"Each new class which puts itself in the place of one ruling before it, is 
compelled, merely in order to carry through its aim, to represent its 


interest as the common interest of all the members of society, that is, 
expressed in ideal form: it has to give its ideas the form of universality, 
and represent them as the only rational, universally valid ones. The 
class making a revolution appears from the very start, if only because 
it is opposed to a class, not as a class but as the representative of the 
whole of society; it appears as the whole mass of society confronting 
the one ruling class" (Marx: "German ideology). 

The new class of the revisionist bourgeoisie which puts itself in the 
place of the ruling class of the proletariat before it, is compelled, 
merely in order to carry through the restoration of capitalism, to 
represent its interest as the common interest of all the members of the 
socialist society, that is, expressed in ideal form: it has to give its 
revisionist ideas the form of universality (ideas, state etc., of "the 
whole people"), and represent them as the only socialist valid ones 
[condemnation of Stalinism as an alleged "anti-Leninist" ideology]. The 
revisionist class making a revisionist appears from the very start, if 
only because it is opposed to the proletarian class, not as the new 
bourgeois class but as the representative of the whole socialist 
society; it appears as the whole mass of the socialist society 
confronting the ruling class of the proletariat. The new revisionist 
bourgeoisie which emanated from the socialist society, appeared not 
as a representative of the old bourgeoisie (which was already 
overthrown), but as representative of the entire socialist society. 
"Every new class, therefore, achieves its hegemony only on a broader 
basis than that of the class ruling previously, whereas the opposition of 
the non-ruling class against the new ruling class later develops all the 
more sharply and profoundly. Both these things determine the fact that 
the struggle to be waged against this new ruling class, in its turn, aims 
at a more decided and radical negation of the previous conditions of 
society than could all previous classes which sought to rule". (Marx, 
"German Ideology") 

The new revisionist bourgeoisie seized power on a broader basis than 
the old bourgeoisie. And this means nothing else but the increase of 
contradiction between the new revisionist bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat which has lost its dictatorship. The deceived socialist 
working class, in its turn, aimed at a more decided and radical 
negation of the previous conditions of socialist society than could all 
previous Classes which sought to rule. The creation of the weapon of 
Hoxhaism was unavoidably the answer to the proletariat which was 
deprived of its socialist power. The revolution for the transformation of 
the restoration of capitalism to the restoration of socialism is 
necessary, not only because of the fact that the ruling revisionist class 
cannot other be overthrown, but also because the proletariat, which 
was overthrown, will get rid of all the revisionist evils in the future 
socialist society only through the revolution. 

This whole semblance, that the rule of the revisionist bourgeois class 
is only the rule of revisionist ideas, comes to a natural end, of course, 
as soon as Class rule in general ceases to be the form in which society 
is organised, that is to say, as soon as it is no longer necessary to 
represent revisionist interest as general or the “general interest” as 
ruling. And with this dialectics, the ruling ideas of the ruling revisionists 
will end. 


Capped revisionism gives way to more open forms of revisionism. But 
what comes before the capped revisionism? Before capped 
revisionism appears a vail of silence over the proletarian ideology. In 
particular, this is the case during the change of historic periods in 
which further developments and revisions of the proletarian ideology 
are necessary. 

Revisionist influences are especially dangerous in periods, when old 
tenets have become inadequate and unusable, thus when they have 
to be replaced by new tenets. The revisionist influences are as 
dangerous as dogmatic influences which effectuate the ossification of 
the proletarian ideology and finally cause its dieback. The influence of 
revisionism and dogmatism interacts dialectically. The deviation 
towards dogmatism facilitates the influence of revisionism. And, in 
turn, the revisionist deviation facilitates the influence of dogmatism. 
Consequently, is our struggle against dogmatism simultaneously a 
struggle against one of the dangerous breeding grounds for the molt 
(renewal) of revisionism. 


2. 


Why study Marxist-Leninist criticizm 
on modern revisionism ? 


All experiences that have been collected by the revisionists , to prevent the socialist 
revolution, and to transform a socialist country in a capitalist country, the revisionists 
will use as a sharp weapon in their current struggle against the restoration of 
socialism, against the world socialist revolution and against world socialism, thus on 
a world scale. If we want to be well prepared against the neo-revisionists for the 
global transition from capitalism to socialism in the coming period, then we have to 
study and generalize all our valuable experience of our struggle against modern 
revisionism. This is the revolutionary fuel with which we forge our anti-revisionist 
weapon of Stalinism-Hoxhaism in the daily fire against the neo-revisionists. Today, 
we must raise our anti-revisionist fight to a higher level. It is not sufficient anymore 
to lead the fight in the same way as in former times against the Yugoslav, Soviet 
and Chinese revisionism and against the euro "communism" etc. Today, we carry 
out a global fight against all the hues of world revisionism, which are rooted in the 
unification of all previous ideologies of revisionist countries and parties. For the 
international battles between the world revisionists and the world revolutionaries, 
new forms of struggle and new combat methods will get a more and more global 
character. We have no longer only to deal with a fight against this or that revisionist 
party in this or that country. We wage a worldwide war against globalized 
revisionism, and additionally against the still existing different sorts of revisionism on 
a national stage. Moreover, we will be faced with a neo-revisionist International in 
the not too distant future. And this will be the first time in history, when the 
Communist International will defeat the revisionists and not vice versa. It will be a 
fight that will be crowned with the victory of the dictatorship of the world proletariat 
and the victory of world socialism. 

A worker who wants to study the history of our struggle against 


modern revisionism, must know that there is a multitude of 
questionable texts on this subject, most of which are unsuitable. They 
were written by "shady and dazzling" organizations who claim of 
themselves to be "Marxist-Leninists", but who do not at all meet this 
pretension. 

To give just one example: the Chinese revisionists had made great 
efforts to show off themselves as the international "spearhead" against 
modern revisionism. However, in truth it was the Maoists who tried to 
save modern revisionism on the eve of downfall. The Maoists could 
not help but to notice that the Marxist-Leninists had already begun to 
combat modern revisionism. The Chinese "criticism" at modern 
revisionism came just in time, for the world revolution's prevention, 
because the weapon of modern revisionism became already blunt. 
The Maoists have used their alleged "criticism" at modern revisionism 
in order to disguise their own revisionism. The development from 
Maoist China up to the Chinese imperialist superpower of today, 
demonstrates impressively the disastrous results of modern 
revisionism not only for the Chinese working class but for the entire 
world proletariat. Among the most widespread Chinese texts is "THE 
POLEMIC ON THE GENERAL LINE OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
COMMUNIST MOVEMENT (1963)." Only this: This "Polemics" is a 
prime example of how the modern revisionists have tried to pull 
themselves out of the swamp. In particular it was the aim of this 
Chinese "Polemics", and generally in the nature of modern 
revisionism, to hide behind the cloak of "anti-revisionism" in order to 
deceive the working class, the communists and revolutionaries. The 
“anti-revisionism" of modern revisionists served only one purpose, 
namely to undermine the anti-revisionist struggle of the Marxist- 
Leninist world movement, to divide and to liquidate it. 

We have only chosen this example to show that a worker must behave 
Critically in his choice of study texts. Such anti-Marxist-Leninist texts 
are dangerous and only suitable for their demasking. The Comintern 
(SH) therefore recommends that the proletarian reader, above all, 
studies the texts of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and primarily of Enver 
Hoxha. Enver Hoxha is the Classic of the struggle against modern 
revisionism. Hoxhaism is the sharpest ideological weapon of the world 
proletariat in the struggle against modern revisionism. The workers 
must study Hoxhaism before they can transform it into victory. Without 
Hoxhaism the workers can not disengage themselves from bourgeois 
influence of revisionism. 

The capitalist world is drowning in anticommunism: a drop of 
communism in a raven-black sea of Anti-communism. This reflects the 
real balance of power between the bourgeois and the proletarian 
ideology in the age of globalization. The prevailing consciousness of 
the worker is still the bourgeois and not socialist consciousness, 
because the mental power, as well-known, is based on the ruling 
material power, on capitalism. Fact is that the ideology of the world 
bourgeoisie, today, has the greatest impact on the consciousness of 
the world proletariat, namely the worst influence in the history of 
Capitalist class society. Most books and other media have been 
published by anti-communists and not by communists. The ratio looks 
catastrophic: In comparison with 1000 revisionist books there is only a 


sole Marxist-Leninist book. The revisionists in power had stolen the 
huge propaganda machine of the socialist state of the workers. In 
contrast, this anti-revisionist book was written in a miserable wooden 
hut from a destitute old comrade. The great confusion, the flood of 
supposedly "communist" writings is of course controlled consciously 
and organized systematically. Most "communist" books were once 
published by revisionist countries and later reprinted in large quantities 
all over the world. The bourgeoisie of the revisionist countries has 
produced far more revisionist books, than the bourgeoisie of the entire 
capitalist world. All these revisionist books have been printed on 
printing machines which were previously in possesion of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. Only the traitors at socialism, the 
modern revisionists, were able to spread the dangerous poison of the 
"most modern" anti-communism in millions and millions of copies. No 
capitalist country in the world could ever achieve this. So, if those 
people who want to make us believe that modern revisionism would 
have allegedly "lost" its harmfulness then these people underestimate 
the sustainability of modern revisionism, and they emerge as lackeys 
of the class enemy. 

The Comintern (SH) has drawn from this the only correct conclusion: 
We have created the worldwide greatest communist online library, 
equipped with the most extensive collection of writings against 
revisionism. This is now one of the greatest victories of the ideology of 
the world proletariat over the ideology of the world bourgeoisie. With 
her library, the Comintern (SH) provides the workers around the world 
a powerful ideological weapon. We have thus created the basis for the 
weapon of anti-revisionist criticism which can be transformed into a 
critical weapon of the world proletariat, namely to throw the world 
bourgeoisie including her revisionist ideology forever on the trash heap 
of history. 

Even the works of the classics of Marxism-Leninism have been 
manipulated and distorted by the revisionist countries. Important 
documents which are instructive for the study of modern revisionism, 
are kept under lock or have remained unpublished. The best example 
is the program of the Comintern in 1928, which is still the guideline of 
the Comintern (SH). The Comintern program is of the utmost historical 
and current significance for the entire world- revolutionary proletariat - 
but even after nearly 90 years, it is still virtually unknown. The 
Comintern archives have been supposedly "opened" - but not for 
ordinary people, even not for the Comintern (SH) who is in actual fact 
the successor to the Comintern, and thus by civic law the sole owner 
of the Comintern - Archives ! The carefully chosen study audience is 
reduced intentionally to a minimum and must partially pay a lot of 
money, if it is interested in copying of only one of a total of millions 
archived pages. Everything is commercialized. The rich minority has 
access. Access denied for the majority of the poor! For decades, the 
intellectual lackeys of the world bourgeoisie are busy, to "sift" archival 
material (=to manipulate/distort the truth, or to shut away particularly 
sensitive details of documents). The public can not verify the 
authenticity of documents. There is no guarante of authenticity of the 
documents. Only the bourgeoisie has the power over the Comintern 
Archives, namely disseized. And the bourgeoisie uses her knowledge 


about the Comintern-Archives against the world proletariat (to whom 
the archives belong !) It is the most valuable archive of the 
international proletariat, the central archive of the communist 
movement. Therefore, the Comintern (SH) struggles for the right of 
free access and the publication of the complete Comintern-Archives! 
Those who must be blamed for all these crimes against the world 
proletariat, are nobody else than the modern revisionists. An opened 
Comintern-Archives would be equivalent of their own sentence of 
death because all the crimes of the modern revisionist would come to 
daylight ! 

Whoever wants to study modern revisionism, needs the documents of 
the Comintern - Archives. These documents contain the truth on the 
causes and sources of the early development of modern revisionism. 
Furthermore, we fight for the public access to the archives of all the 
Sections of the Comintern. And most important are the archives of the 
PLA and the CPSU (B). All these archives are in the hands of the 
bourgeoisie !! 

The world bourgeoisie would never let our historical documents out of 
her hands voluntarily. Revolutionary violence of the proletariat will be 
unavoidable. 

This shows once again that the victory over revisionism can be 
achieved only by means of the world socialist revolution. The world 
revolution is the key of power over the historical documents of the 
Communist World Movement. And, vice versa, the historical 
documents of the Communist World Movement pave the way to the 
victory of the world socialist revolution. This dialectical interrelation is 
the answer to the question of the heading: "Why study Marxist-Leninist 
criticism on modern revisionism". 

The self-criticism of the Marxist-Leninists is essential for correcting the 
errors that were made, related to our struggle against modern 
revisionism. When the struggle against Soviet revisionism got under 
way, most of Marxist-Leninists have still counted the Mao Tsetung 
Thought and other writings of the Chinese revisionism falsly as "anti- 
revisionist" literature. Many Maoist literature was spread by us Marxist- 
Leninists, namely worldwide - with catastrophic result. That changed 
unfortunately not until 1977-1978, namely by means of drawing the 
Hoxhaist demarcation-line against Mao and Mao Tsetung Ideas. 
Nobody knows, but maybe the split, degeneration and almost total 
liquidation of the Hoxhaist World Movement could have been avoided 
if our breaking with Maoism would have been implemented much 
earlier. The struggle between Hoxhaism and Maoism is still not 
decided and in full swing. Today, there are still a number of neo- 
revisionist organizations who like to mix up the anti-revisionist works of 
Enver Hoxha with the revisionist works of Maoism, namely with the 
intention to save Maoism from downfall. But we have declared war 
against the Maoists ! 

What are the most important and essential questions? 

We must answer the question of a revolutionary worker: 

How did the revisionists seize their power ? How could they overthrow 
the dictatorship of the proletariat? 

How did the revisionists succeed in transforming socialism back to 
capitalism ? How can this be prevented in the future? 


How can revisionism be eliminated forever? 

It is the object of Stalinism-Hoxhaism to make a theoretical 
contribution in the struggle against neo-revisionism. Therefore we 
must study revisionism to be able to answer. 

We Stalinist-Hoxhaists work out scientifically the historical 
development of revisionism. We lay open not only the ideological roots 
of revisionism, but also highlight the economic, political and social role 
of revisionism. 

The struggle against modern revisionism reached a new dimension 
when the revisionists seized power. The anti-revisionist struggle had 
henceforth be waged against the whole capitalist-revisionist world. 
This was a great challenge for the anti-revisionist construction of 
socialism (in Albania) and for the anti-revisionist struggle of the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement. The struggle against revisionism 
was therefore adapted to the new historical processes of new forms of 
revisionism. Modern revisionism of the time of Enver Hoxha has 
molted its skin and created a new outer coating - the neo-revisionist 
mantle. The Marxist-Leninist world movement emerged in the struggle 
against modern revisionism, the Stalinist-Hoxhaist world movement 
emerged in the struggle against neo-revisionism. We can only win the 
fight against revisionism if we separate ourselves from all the centrist 
elements who try to transform the antagonistic contradiction between 
Stalinism-Hoxhaism and neo-revisionism into a non-antagonistic 
contradiction. Communism has been weakened by revisionism. We 
reanimate Communism in the struggle against revisionism. 

How can a worker distinguish genuine communists, from someone 
who hides behind a "communist" cloak in order to deceive the worker? 
This question can only be answered, if the worker studies revisionism 
and if he checks the difference between truth and deception in 
practice, in the class struggle! 

Above all, it is important for every class-conscious worker to get to 
know more about the Communists, who tirelessly and principled fight 
against the revisionist betrayal for over 50 years. What are these 
Marxist-Leninists who have defended the banner of anti-revisionism 
after the death of Comrade Stalin and also after the death of Comrade 
Enver Hoxha? What are those comrades who were killed by the 
revisionists, tortured, arrested, slandered and persecuted? What 
people are they who did not fear the revisionists, who spared no 
sacrifice in their fight against the inhuman, brutal, social fascist system 
of rule of the revisionists. Who are the revolutionaries who resisted the 
revisionist spies and social-fascist executioners and who struggled for 
the revolutionary overthrow of the revisionist system? Who are the 
fighters who risk their lives for the restoration of socialism in every 
country of the world? 

Wherefrom all these brave communists receive their anti-revisionist 
force ? 

How did these comrades explore the principle of the molt process of 
revisionism ? How did the true communists discover the laws of 
revisionism? What kind of new strategy and tactics developed the 
Communists to repulse the latest attacks of revisionism. How to 
eliminate the inevitability of revisionism? How to prevent the 
revisionists from reseizure of power? 


If we want to give the workers a correct answer to all these questions, 
we must study revisionism on the basis of Stalinism-Hoxhaism. 

We Stalinist-Hoxhaists consider the theoretical struggle against 
revisionism not as something completed. The teachings of the 5 
Classics on revisionism must not only be properly put into practice, but 
also be further developed through new experiences and deeper study. 
The proletarian ideology is inexhaustible. Those who give up the fight 
against revisionism will be punished by life itself. 

In short: To master the struggle against revisionism means to master 
socialism. 

Those who are not able to combat revisionism properly, will be unable 
to rebuild socialism. It is the task of the revolutionary world proletariat, 
to enrich the treasury of anti-revisionism and permanently raise the 
struggle against revisionism on an ever higher level. If we fail in the 
struggle against revisionism, we will fail in the struggle against 
capitalism, we will fail in the struggle for the socialist rebuilding! 
Communism means final defeat of revisionism. 


3. 
What Is revisionism 


and how did it come up ? 


Before we define and explain the general term of revisionism, we 
begin this chapter with a quote of Comrade Enver Hoxha: 
Euro-"Communism" is anti-communism (Pages 15 - 18; 22 - 23). 
Enver Hoxha summarised the development of revisionism as follows: 
"The birth of modern revisionism, like the birth of the old revisionism, is 
a social phenomenon conditioned by many different historical, 
economic, political and other causes. Taken as a whole, it is a product 
of the pressure of the bourgeoisie on the working class and its 
struggle. Opportunism and revisionism, from the start to this day, have 
been closely linked with the struggle of the bourgeoisie and 
imperialism against Marxism-Leninism, have been a constituent part of 
the capitalist grand strategy to undermine the revolution and 
perpetuate the bourgeois order. The more the cause of the revolution 
has advanced, and the more Marxism-Leninism has been spread 
among the broad masses of the working people, so much the greater 
has been the attention which imperialism has devoted to the use of 
revisionism as its favourite weapon to oppose and undermine the 


triumphant ideology of the proletariat. 

This is what happened at the beginning of the second half of the 19th 
century, after the publication of the <<Communist Manifesto>> and 
other works of Marx and Engels, and the growth of the influence of 
Marxism among the working masses of Europe. Precisely at this time 
reformist trade-unionist currents were spread in Britain, the petty- 
bourgeois views of Proudhon in France, the petty-bourgeois concepts 
of Lassalle in Germany, the anarchist ideas of Bakunin in Russia and 
elsewhere, and so on. This phenomenon appeared again after the 
heroic events of the Commune of Paris, when the bourgeoisie, 
mortally afraid of the spread of the great example it set, encouraged 
the new opportunist trend of Bernstein, who tried to strip Marxism of its 
revolutionary content and make it harmless to the political domination 
of the imperialist bourgeoisie. 

At the beginning of the 20th century, when the political and economic 
conditions were becoming more and more ripe for the revolution and 
the seizure of power by the proletariat, the bourgeoisie gave all-out 
support to the opportunist trend of the Second International and used it 
extensively in its manoeuvres for the preparation for and launching of 
the First World War. 

After the historic victory of the October Revolution, when socialism 
was transformed from a revolutionary theory and movement into a 
socioeconomic system which had triumphed in one sixth of the world, 
capitalism was forced to alter its strategy and tactics. Internally, it 
stepped up its violence and terror even further, began to use the most 
ferocious means to strengthen its rule even by bringing fascism to 
power. First of all, it further whipped up its demagogy and propaganda 
in order to denigrate and distort Marxism-Leninism by inventing new, 
pseudo-Marxist <<theories>>, by slandering the Soviet Union and 
preparing for war against it. At that time Lenin wrote that imperialism 
<<...just because it feels that Bolshevism has become a world force, is 
trying to throttle us as fast as possible in the hope of dealing first with 
the Russian Bolsheviks, and then with its own.>> (Lenin) 

In 1918 the British, American, French and Japanese imperialists 
began their military intervention in Russia. The struggle against the 
first state of workers and peasants brought all the reactionary forces 
into a single camp. The opportunists and renegades from Marxism 
also hurled themselves into the attack on the October Revolution and 
the proletarian state power. Kautsky in Germany, Otto Bauer and Karl 
Renner in Austria, L@on Blum and Paul Boncourt in France, rose in 
fury against the October Revolution and the Leninist strategy and 
tactics of the revolution. They called the October Revolution unlawful, 
a diversion from the course of historical development and a deviation 
from the Marxist theory. They preached the peaceful revolution without 
violence and bloodshed, the taking of power through the majority in 
parliament; they were against the transformation of the proletariat into 
a ruling class. They praised bourgeois democracy to the heavens and 
attacked the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

When the armed intervention against Soviet Russia failed and when 
social-democracy was unable to stop the creation of new communist 
parties and the great revolutionary drive of the working masses of 
Europe, the bourgeoisie pinned all its hopes on breaching the 


communist front 

<<...from within and is looking for champions among the leaders of the 
RCP (B).>>(Stalin) 

The Trotskyites again brought up <<the theory of permanent 
revolution>>, according to which socialism could not be built in the 
Soviet Union without the triumph of the revolution in other countries. 
They amalgamated in a single front with the struggle of the 
bourgeoisie against socialism. Stalin very correctly pointed out that a 
single enemy front had been created, including everybody, from 
Chamberlain to Trotsky. The rightists, the Bukharinites also went on 
the attack against socialism. They were for extinguishing the class 
struggle, and preached the possibility of the integration of capitalism 
into socialism. 

The strategy of imperialism assumed a more marked 
counterrevolutionary and anti-communist character, especially after 
the Second World War, as a result of the alteration in the ratio of 
forces in favour of socialism and the revolution, which shook the whole 
capitalist system to its foundations. These changes put the question of 
the revolution and the triumph of socialism on the order of the day, no 
longer in just one or two countries-, but in whole regions and 
continents. Imperialism, headed by American imperialism, this time 
based its greatest hope on the militarization of the whole of its life, on 
military blocs and pacts, on violent intervention and open war against 
socialism and the revolutionary and liberation movements of the 
peoples. However, it pinned very great hopes also on the invigoration 
and activation of all the opportunist forces in order to undermine the 
socialist countries and communist parties from within and to bring 
about their degeneration." 

"Second, the fundamental question for capital was to build up the 
undermining work against the Marxist-Leninist ideology on all fronts, in 
order to remove the most revolutionary section of the working people 
from its influence, and to cause the degeneration of socialism. 

Along with the unrestrained armaments race, the militarization of the 
economy and the economic blockades against the socialist countries, 
imperialism also mobilized many means of propaganda, philosophers, 
economists, sociologists, writers and historians for the furious 
campaign against the revolution and socialism, in order to present 
capitalism and the capitalist state as changed, as <<people's 
capitalism>>, as <<a state of general well-being>>, etc. The 
bourgeoisie also exploited the favourable post-war economic 
circumstances to clamour about the <<prosperity of capitalism>>, to 
spread illusions among the masses about the elimination of crises, 
anarchy, unemployment and other ills of capitalism, about the alleged 
superiority of capitalism over socialism, which was presented as a 
<<totalitarian>> order behind the <<iron curtain>>, etc. 

In order to hinder the peoples' liberation struggle, to strangle the 
proletarian revolution, to destroy socialism, and defend and 
consolidate its. own position, the bourgeoisie in the moments of its 
agony and the general crisis of its capitalist system, incites, 
encourages and sets in motion the various opportunist and revisionist 
currents, along with other means. These enemies of the proletariat 
and the revolution set to work with all their strength, first of all, to 


attack Marxism-Leninism, the ideology which makes the working class 
conscious of its social situation and its historic mission, in order to 
distort this ideology, to make it harmless to the bourgeoisie and 
worthless to the proletariat. The new trends of revisionism which 
emerged after the Second World War and which were called for short 
<<modern revisionism>> undertook this despicable role of betrayal. 
Modern revisionism, which is the continuation of the anti-Marxist 
theories of the parties of the Second International, of European social- 
democracy, adapted itself to the times after the Second World War. It 
has its source in the hegemonic policy of American imperialism. All the 
variants and currents of modern revisionism have the same base and 
the same strategy, and differ only in the tactics which they apply and 
the forms of struggle which they use." 


The prehistory of revisionism 
Is the history of revisionism older than the history of Marxism? Yes, it 
is. 
Is revisionism exclusively a phenomenon in capitalist society or were 
there already revisionist phenomena in the history of previous class 
societies? The latter case is true. 
In all class societies, there is the struggle between the ideology of the 
ruling class and the ideology of the oppressed class. 
In all previous class societies, the ruling classes have tried to beat the 
oppressed class with their own ideological weapons. 
The ruling class, therefore, has always revised the liberation ideology 
of the oppressed class, in order to adopt and assimilate it. 
And in the history of class society, each overthrown class has always 
tried to restore its old power by its ideology which is hidden under the 
mask of the ruling ideology of the ascended class. 
Revisionism existed even before Marxism. 
All preforms of revisionism, however, differ significantly from the 
newest form of revisionism, which is directed against the proletarian 
ideology. 
In what way? 
All previous class ideology was replaced by the revolutionary ideology 
of a new ruling class. The revolutionary proletarian ideology, however, 
will be peacefully transformed into the ideology of a classless society. 
Communism, in its first stage, is the class ideology of the revolutionary 
proletariat in its struggle for the classless society. The second stage of 
communism is its transformation into a classless ideology of the 
classless society. 


The proletarian ideology is the only class ideology that frees mankind 
from all class ideology. 

In the classless society the class ideology is abolished. And if there is 
no more class ideology, then there is also no more need for revisionist 
class ideologies. In a classless society there is no longer revisionism, 
which could serve as a class ideology, because there are no classes 
anymore who would try to restore their old power. The classless 
ideology of a classless society can neither be beaten by open, nor by 


hidden ideological weapons of classes. 


We distinguish four different known forms of society with its own class 
ideology: the ideology of the slaveholder society, the ideology of the 
feudal, bourgeois and socialist society. The particular revisionist 
ideology can be historically assigned to the ideology of the particular 
class society. Admittedly, the eldest forms of the revisionist ideology 
were still poorly developed and fragmentary, however, even the very 
first primitive forms of revisionism were nevertheless already seeds of 
further development, without which there would be no such highly 
developed form of modern revisionism. The higher forms of 
revisionism replaced the lower forms of revisionism. In the entire 
history, the struggle against revisionism was always part of the 
fundamental struggle between materialism and idealism. Lenin writes: 
"What is now happening to Marx's theory has, in the course of history, 
happened repeatedly to the theories of revolutionary thinkers and 
leaders of oppressed classes fighting for emancipation. During the 
lifetime of great revolutionaries, the oppressing classes constantly 
hounded them, received their theories with the most savage malice, 
the most furious hatred and the most unscrupulous campaigns of lies 
and slander. After their death, attempts are made to convert them into 
harmless icons, to canonize them, so to say, and to hallow their names 
to a certain extent for the “consolation” of the oppressed classes and 
with the object of duping the latter, while at the same time robbing the 
revolutionary theory of its substance, blunting its revolutionary edge 
and vulgarizing it. Today, the bourgeoisie and the opportunists within 
the labor movement concur in this doctoring of Marxism. They omit, 
obscure, or distort the revolutionary side of this theory, its revolutionary 
soul. They push to the foreground and extol what is or seems 
acceptable to the bourgeoisie." 

Dialectics are replaced by eclecticism. 

This sort of substitution is, of course, nothing new; it was observed 
even in the history of classical Greek philosophy. In falsifying Marxism 
in opportunist fashion, the substitution of eclecticism for dialectics is 
the easiest way of deceiving the people. It gives an illusory 
satisfaction; it seems to take into account all sides of the process, all 
trends of development, all the conflicting influences, and so forth, 
whereas in reality it provides no integral and revolutionary conception 
of the process of social development at all. 

(Lenin: "The State and the Revolution", 4. The “Withering Away” of the 
State, and Violent Revolution) 

The genesis of revisionism can be assigned to the following social 
formations: 

1. revisionism as an agency of the slave-owning society, 2. revisionism 
as an agency of the feudal class rule, 3. revisionism as an agency of 
the bourgeois class society and 4. revisionism in socialist class 
society. 

According to the dialectical principle of the negation of negation, each 
subsequent ruling classes have gradually overcome the incomplete 
and incorrect forms of revisionism of the previous class society. 
Revisionism was constantly, refined and perfected with every new 
class society. Until the most sophisticated, strongest and highest form 


of all revisionist forms, ie until modern revisionism, there has been a 
long history of development of revisionism. The criticism at 
revisionism, the exploration of revisionism, is a science, a historical 
science, the science on the historical development of revisionism. This 
science can only be further developed in the struggle of the defence of 
the proletarian ideology, by means of freedom of criticism. The 
application of the dialectic on revisionism means to uncover the 
inherent contradictions and nature of revisionism. With the Marxist- 
Leninist dialectical method we differentiate, on the basis of Stalin's 
"dialectical materialism and Histomat", the four Known revisionist 
contradictions: 

firstly: Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics regards revisionism not 
independently from its influence on the revolutionary ideology (and 
vice versa). The revisionist and proletarian ideology always correlate 
with each other. As opposed ideologies, they form a coherent unified 
whole in the ideological class struggle. Revisionism and revolutionary 
ideology are linked organically, are interdependent (the dialectical 
standpoint of mutual relationship and the concatenation of the 
historical development of revisionism and the historical development of 
the revolutionary ideology in the history of class struggle between 
bourgeoisie and proletariat); 

Secondly: Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics regards revisionism not 
as a State of rest and immobility, of stagnation and immutability, but as 
a state of perpetual motion and change (molt). Revisionism 
ceaselessly is in a process of adaption to the proletarian ideology. 
Every further development of the proletarian ideology entails its typical 
revisionist distortion. New revisionist views replace old revisionist 
views (dialectical view on the inherent movements, changes, and 
further developments of revisionism; the processes from the beginning 
to the end of revisionism); 

thirdly: Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics regards the development 
process of revisionism not as a simple growth process. Quantity turns 
into quality and vice versa. Revisionism undergoes initially 
insignificant, barely visible quantitative changes in its development. 
The more it is unmasked by us, all the more openly revisionism 
discloses its true bourgeois nature. It comes to a qualitative leap - the 
molting of revisionism. The development process of revisionism runs 
neither circular nor in a repetitive movement, but as a progressive, 
upward movement, as a transition from an old qualitative state towards 
a new qualitative state, as a development from the simple to the 
complicated, from lower forms to higher forms (dialectical view of 
transformation of quantity into quality in qualitative leaps; the 
standpoint of dialectical process of ascending and decaying 
movements of revisionism); 

Fourthly: Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics regard the revisionist 
forms and manifestations as expression of its inherent contradictions. 
The molting process of revisionism is based on the internal 
contradictions of revisionism. Revisionism is undergoing a struggle 
between old and new, between a dying and newly nascent. The 
contradictions of revisionism finally erupt and cause the transformation 
of quantity into quality. Revisionism undergoes a struggle of opposing 
tendencies, which are effective on the basis of the contradictions of 


revisionism. (dialectical viewpoint of development of revisionism 
through unity, identity and struggle of opposites) 

We regard revisionism from the historical standpoint, namely from the 
conditions that have given rise to the changes of the social order and 
that have caused this or that social movement. 

Revisionism is therefore a historical product, which has very different 
shapes and content at different times. 

The special feature of the development process of revisionism is the 
recurrence of certain revisionist traits and characteristics of the old 
revisionism (that of the II. International), as can be observed in the 
revisionist countries. Modern revisionism was based on the roots of 
the old revisionism in the time of Marx and Engels, and on the roots of 
the Second International. The modern revisionism raised the old 
revisionism onto a higher stage. The law of the unity and struggle of 
opposites is the inner source of the development process of modern 
revisionism. Modern revisionism followed the law of transition from 
quantitative to qualitative changes. The transition from the old to 
modern revisionism is based on the law of negation of negation. The 
negation of the old revisionism also forms the negation of modern 
revisionism. Result of this negation is the neo-revisionism. 

One has to take into account the respective stages of development: 1. 
the development of modern revisionism which began during the 
dictatorship of the proletariat; 2. revisionism in the time of the seizure 
of power and 3. the rotten character of revisionism and the downfall of 
the revisionist power. 

In the initial phase of revisionism, its appearance seemed to be 
relatively "peaceful", at least in comparison with its aggressive social- 
fascist character which came up later in the phase of the downfall of 
revisionism. 

Revisionism carries initially not even the uniform of its own direction, 
but expresses itself as a more or less indifferent phenomenon, just as 
a "shallow breath of wind". However, if revisionist breezes formate 
themselves into one direction, then they attract individual groups, 
certain layers of the society, a lot of anti-proletarian elements. These 
forces are churned up and revisionism assumes the strength of a 
hurricane. And finally revisionism is strong enough to become the state 
doctrine of the new ruling bourgeois-revisionist class. 

Then revisionism unleashes its immoderate gluttony. The crammed 
belly explodes finally. Revisionism splits into various streams. 
Revisionism loses its closed orientation and dissolves before it begins 
to regenerate itself under a new mask. And this whole development of 
revisionism is repeated at a higher stage. 

If we regard revisionism from the stand point of historical materialism, 
then revisionism goes through 3 possible characteristic historical 
phases in the course of the transition from the one class society into 
another: 

1st phase: revisionist struggle of the old class society against the 
adolescent ideology of the revolutionary class in order to maintain the 
old relations of domination; 

2nd phase: the revisionist struggle for restoration of the old class 
society, which was already eliminated through the dictatorship of the 
new class. 


3rd phase: revisionist struggle against the restored new society. 

We distinguish between two basic historical types of revisionism: 
firstly the pre-Marxist revisionism: 

The pre-Marxist revisionism serves to prevent the destruction of the 
old class society, or to restore the old class society. The pre-Marxist 
revisionism limits itself to the fignt between the old exploitative society 
and the new exploitative society; 

secondly the anti-Marxist revisionism: 

The aim of the anti-Marxist revisionism is not only to save the old 
exploitative bourgeois class, but moreover to maintain the entire 
system of class society "in itself". 

The anti-Marxist revisionism fights against both the ideology of the 
proletarian class and the total abolition of the revisionist ideology 
through the classless society. 

The anti-Marxist revisionism, as we know it today, not only has the 
objective of maintaining the capitalist class society, but above all, 
preventing the socialist society and its further development towards 
the classless society. As long as the classless society is still not 
established, the anti-Marxist revisionism attempts to transform the 
socialist society again into a capitalist society. 

These are the two fundamentally different major types of revisionism. 
The anti-Marxist revisionism arose in consequence of Marxism, while 
the reactionary socialist ideas of the bourgeois are older than the 
Marxist ideas of proletarian socialism. And even the bourgeois 
socialism was not the first kind of reactionary socialism. Previously, 
there was the feudal socialism. The feudal class used it in struggle 
against the emergent bourgeoisie for the purpose to maintain/restore 
feudal rulership. 

The Communist Manifesto is of highest value in the struggle against 
revisionism. Therefore, the revisionists "defend" the Communist 
Manifesto in words, and they betray it in deeds. 

In the Communist Manifesto, Marx and Engels wrote: 

"In order to arouse sympathy, the aristocracy was obliged to lose sight, 
apparently, of its own interests, and to formulate its indictment against 
the bourgeoisie in the interest of the exploited working class alone. 
The aristocracy, in order to rally the people to them, waved the 
proletarian alms-bag in front for a banner. But the people, so often as it 
joined them, saw on their hindquarters the old feudal coats of arms, 
and deserted with loud and irreverent laughter". 

"What they upbraid the bourgeoisie with is not so much that it creates 
a proletariat as that it creates a revolutionary proletariat." 

In political practice, therefore, they join in all corrective measures 
against the working class; and in ordinary life, despite their high-falutin 
phrases, they stoop to pick up the golden apples dropped from the 
tree of industry. As the parson has ever gone hand in hand with the 
landlord, so has clerical socialism with feudal socialism. 

The "Communist Manifesto" of Marx and Engels mentioned also the 
petty-bourgeois socialism. The petty bourgeoisie is wavering between 
bourgeoisie and proletariat. The petty bourgeoisie is a much older 
class than the bourgeoisie. Finally, the bourgeoisie developed only 
after the petty bourgeoisie. Especially in rural countries the petty 
bourgeoisie argued "on behalf of the proletariat" with petty-bourgeois 


socialism against the bourgeoisie: 

"This school of socialism dissected with great acuteness the 
contradictions in the conditions of modern production. It laid bare the 
hypocritical apologies of economists. It proved, incontrovertibly, the 
disastrous effects of machinery and division of labor; the concentration 
of capital and land in a few hands; overproduction and crises; it 
pointed out the inevitable ruin of the petty bourgeois and peasant, the 
misery of the proletariat, the anarchy in production, the crying 
inequalities in the distribution of wealth, the industrial war of 
extermination between nations, the dissolution of old moral bonds, of 
the old family relations, of the old nationalities. 

In it positive aims, however, this form of socialism aspires either to 
restoring the old means of production and of exchange, and with them 
the old property relations, and the old society, or to cramping the 
modern means of production and of exchange within the framework of 
the old property relations that have been, and were bound to be, 
exploded by those means. In either case, it is both reactionary and 
Utopian. 

Ultimately, when stubborn historical facts had dispersed all intoxicating 
effects of self-deception, this form of socialism ended in a miserable 
hangover." (Communist Manifesto) 

From the "Communist Manifesto", we learn further: 

The German or "true" socialism revised every revolutionary idea, every 
socialist idea, everything Proletarian which the Paris Commune had 
created. These philosphers did everything possible that the German 
proletariat should not follow the revolutionary path of the Paris 
Commune. 

This revision of the achievements of the Paris Commune was nothing 
else but revisionism. 

"The French socialist and communist literature was thus completely 
emasculated. To the absolute governments, with their following of 
parsons, professors, country squires, and officials, it served as a 
welcome scarecrow against the threatening bourgeoisie. The industrial 
and political supremacy of the bourgeoisie threatens it with certain 
destruction — on the one hand, from the concentration of capital; on 
the other, from the rise of a revolutionary proletariat. It went to the 
extreme length of directly opposing the "brutally destructive" tendency 
of communism, and of proclaiming its supreme and impartial contempt 
of all class struggles. With very few exceptions, all the so-called 
socialist and communist publications that now (1847) circulate in 
Germany belong to the domain of this foul and enervating literature." 
(Communist Manifesto) 

Then, Marx and Engels characterised the bourgeois socialism as 
"conservative" and called it "Bourgeoissozialismus". 

"A part of the bourgeoisie is desirous of redressing social grievances 
in order to secure the continued existence of bourgeois society. 

To this section belong economists, philanthropists, humanitarians, 
improvers of the condition of the working class, organizers of charity, 
members of societies for the prevention of cruelty to animals, 
temperance fanatics, hole-and-corner reformers of every imaginable 
kind. This form of socialism has, moreover, been worked out into 
complete systems". 


"The socialistic bourgeois want all the advantages of modern social 
conditions without the struggles and dangers necessarily resulting 
therefrom. They desire the existing state of society, minus its 
revolutionary and disintegrating elements. They wish for a bourgeoisie 
without a proletariat. The bourgeoisie naturally conceives the world in 
which it is supreme to be the best; and bourgeois socialism develops 
this comfortable conception into various more or less complete 
systems. In requiring the proletariat to carry out such a system, and 
thereby to march straightaway into the social New Jerusalem, it but 
requires in reality that the proletariat should remain within the bounds 
of existing society, but should cast away all its hateful ideas 
concerning the bourgeoisie. 

This profound criticism of the bourgeois socialism, in principle, can 
also be found again in Enver Hoxha's critique at the modern 
revisionists. Enver Hoxha has emphasized that the euro "communism" 
not only denies the proletarian ideology, but also the very existence of 
the proletarian class in present capitalist society. This corresponds 
exactly to the critique of the bourgeois socialism of Marx and Engels. 
A second, and more practical, but less systematic, form of this 
socialism sought to depreciate every revolutionary movement in the 
eyes of the working class by showing that no mere political reform, but 
only a change in the material conditions of existence, in economical 
relations, could be of any advantage to them. By changes in the 
material conditions of existence, this form of socialism, however, by no 
means understands abolition of the bourgeois relations of production, 
an abolition that can be affected only by a revolution, but 
administrative reforms, based on the continued existence of these 
relations; reforms, therefore, that in no respect affect the relations 
between capital and labor, but, at the best, lessen the cost, and 
simplify the administrative work of bourgeois government. 

Bourgeois socialism attains adequate expression when, and only 
when, it becomes a mere figure of speech. 

Free trade: for the benefit of the working class. Protective duties: for 
the benefit of the working class. Prison reform: for the benefit of the 
working class. This is the last word and the only seriously meant word 
of bourgeois socialism. 

It is summed up in the phrase: the bourgeois is a bourgeois — for the 
benefit of the working class". (Communist Manifesto) 


Here we have the Marxist critique at economism, the reformism, the 
peaceful road to socialism, which was later further completed by the 
anti-revisionist criticism of all subsequent 3 Classics of Marxism- 
Leninism. 

Characteristic is the so-called "People's Front" of the revisionists 
(Dimitrov). The interests of the working class were sold down the river, 
namely by means of the "joint" government, shared between the 
bourgeoisie and the proletariat. This was the alleged "anti-fascist" 
alternative for the way to socialism. Socialism without the revolutionary 
overthrow of the bourgeoisie that is nothing else but bourgeois 
socialism. ["the bourgeois is a bourgeois — for the benefit of the 
working class", Marx, Engels] 

Finally, Marx and Engels criticized "Critical-Utopian Socialism and 


Communism": 

"The first direct attempts of the proletariat to attain its own ends, made 
in times of universal excitement, when feudal society was being 
overthrown, necessarily failed, owing to the then undeveloped state of 
the proletariat, as well as to the absence of the economic conditions 
for its emancipation, conditions that had yet to be produced, and could 
be produced by the impending bourgeois epoch alone. The 
revolutionary literature that accompanied these first movements of the 
proletariat had necessarily a reactionary character. 

It inculcated universal asceticism and social levelling in its crudest 
form. The socialist and communist systems, properly so called, those 
of Saint-Simon, Fourier, Owen, and others, spring into existence in the 
early undeveloped period, described above, of the struggle between 
proletariat and bourgeoisie [see: Communist Manifesto, chapter 
"bourgeoisie and proletariat"). 

The founders of these systems see, indeed, the class antagonisms, as 
well as the action of the decomposing elements in the prevailing form 
of society. But the proletariat, as yet in its infancy, offers to them the 
spectacle of a class without any historical initiative or any independent 
political movement". They want to improve the condition of every 
member of society, even that of the most favored ruling class. 

Hence, they reject all political, and especially all revolutionary action; 
they wish to attain their ends by peaceful means, necessarily doomed 
to failure, and by the force of example, to pave the way for the new 
social gospel. 

All these proposals point solely to the disappearance of class 
antagonisms which were, at that time, only just cropping up, and 
which, in these publications, are recognized in their earliest indistinct 
and undefined forms only. These proposals, therefore, are of a purely 
utopian character. 

The significance of critical-utopian socialism and communism bears an 
inverse relation to historical development. In proportion as the modern 
class struggle develops and takes definite shape, this fantastic 
standing apart from the contest, these fantastic attacks on it, lose all 
practical value and all theoretical justifications. Therefore, although the 
originators of these systems were, in many respects, revolutionary, 
their disciples have, in every case, formed mere reactionary sects. 
They hold fast by the original views of their masters, in opposition to 
the progressive historical development of the proletariat. They, 
therefore, endeavour, and that consistently, to deaden the class 
struggle and to reconcile the class antagonisms. (Communist 
Manifesto) 

Marx and Engels have here defined two typical features of revisionism: 
"to deaden the class struggle and to reconcile the class antagonisms." 
Marxism has made socialism from a Utopian and Scientific. And the 
bourgeoisie turned the tables: The bourgeoisie has made socialism 
from science to utopia. 

And today? The development of the international class antagonism 
keeps pace with globalization. Globalization means full mature of 
material conditions for the globalized liberation of the proletariat. At the 
time of socialism "in one country" were the material conditions of 
globalization not yet mature. This objective factor hampered the 


transition from the first period of socialism ("in one" country) to world 
socialism (second period of socialism). 

There are comrades who refuse to see that the law of the inevitability 
of revisionism in capitalism can only be eliminated by world socialism. 
This is the reason why our struggle against revisionism must primarily 
serve the victory of the socialist world revolution. 

There are comrades who refuse to see that the neo-revisionists try to 
thwart our anti-revisionist intentions by means of revising/distorting our 
Stalinist-Hoxhaist strategy and tactics of world socialist revolution. 
They refuse to see that the globalized struggle against revisionism is 
of higher quality and that new global forms are required. 

The struggle against revisionism must be adapted to the globalized 
class policy of the world proletariat. 

Consequently, neo-revisionism is the adaption of the globalized class 
policy of the world proletariat to the globalized class politics of the 
world bourgeoisie. 

If the old forms of struggle against modern revisionism are not 
modified or replaced by new forms of struggle, then the struggle 
against revisionism becomes ineffective and, in result, advantageous 
only for the class enemy. 

New forms of struggle against revisionism can be developed only on 
the basis of the most advanced proletarian ideology. Without most 
advanced proletarian ideology, the fight against revisionism, sooner or 
later, ends in revisionism, and new revisionism will be inevitably 
reproduced. This is the reason for the fact that the neo-revisionists 
defend "every" anti-revisionism. ( only with one exception: the 
Stalinist-Hoxhaist anti-revisionism !!) 

The dogmatists do not understand to apply the dialectical principle of 
negation of the negation to modern revisionism. They deny at all the 
existence of Neo-Revisionism, and all the more the struggle against it. 
Instead, the dogmatists put forward the erroneous and fatalistic 
hypothesis that the proletarian ideology can do without theorems of 
struggle against neo-revisionism. Categorically, every new theorem is 
suspicious for them , and is a priori condemned as "deviation", without 
ponder thoroughly about it. They forget that every standstill is the 
death of every development, and they deny the revolutionary spirit of 
the proletarian ideology. The invincibility of the proletarian worldview 
supposes the ability for its revolutionary renewal. A proletarian 
worldview which is not developed incessantly, is doomed to fight with 
blunt weapons. With blunt anti-revisionist weapons the world 
proletariat can never defeat the world bourgeoisie. The dogmatists 
regurgitate fragments of anti-revisionism, but they do not understand 
their meaning. Reciting the principles of anti-revisionism and 
simultaneously fighting against revisionism with spent cartridges - that 
is not anti-revisionism but a caricature on anti-revisionism. 

Remember the last sentence of the Communist Manifesto: 

"The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. They have a 
world to win "... What does that mean in terms of revisionism? The 
proletarians have not only to lose the capitalist-revisionist chains in a 
single country. Above all - as an international class -, the world 
proletariat has to lose the global capitalist-revisionist chains! The 
proletarians must not only regain their lost socialist countries, but win a 


proletarian world ! That is the crucial point! 


What is revisionism ? 


“Revisionism is the bourgeois revision of the 
proletarian ideology, is its adaption to the bourgeois 
ideology, for the purpose of the deceit and subjugation 
of the class of the proletariat under the class of the 
bourgeoisie." 


in short: 


“Revisionism is a falsification of the proletarian 
ideology, its adaption to the bourgeois ideology, its 
bourgeoisification." 


in shortest: 


“Revisionism is bourgeoisified proletarian ideology." 


Of course, revisionism does not exist in its "pure", abstract form. 
Revisionism is always concrete and takes a variety of shapes, forms, 
directions, facets etc.. 

The Revisionism changes with the changing conditions of the class 
struggle. Revisionism, on its part, has an dialectical effect on the class 
struggle etc. 

We want to highlight the term of revisionism by determination of its 
role in the class struggle. We determine the traits and key features of 
revisionism. And finally we will define the general law of revisionism 
and explain its mode of action. 

Revisionism is basically a counter-revolutionary ideological tool of the 
class policy of the bourgeoisie for the purpose of the adaption of the 
revolutionary proletarian class movement to bourgeois class society. It 
is the aim of the bourgeoisie to maintain (or to restore) the capitalist 
system of exploitation. It is characteristic of bourgeois ideology that it 
is most effective behind the mask of the proletarian ideology. The 
effectiveness of the bourgeois ideology within the enemy class in 
masked form is characteristic of this tool, namely in the masked form 
of the proletarian ideology. Why? The proletariat can only be lured in 
the ambush if the proletariat fails to identify this bourgeois lure. The 
influence of the bourgeois ideology within the working class is only 
successful if it is falsly identified as the "proletarian ideology”. 

The only way of distinguishing, whether it is the proletarian ideology or 
masked bourgeois ideology, is the study of the 5 Classics of Marxism- 


Leninism. 

Therefore the bourgeoisie is forced, to revise Marxism-Leninism 
perfectly enough, so that the proletariat only can see what the 
bourgeoisie wants to let it see. This is the reason for the necessity of 
the bourgeois revision of the proletarian ideology. And the revisionist 
forces are the social carrier of the bourgeois revision of the proletarian 
ideology. Class struggle against the bourgeoisie forces the proletariat, 
to permanently revolutionize (revise) the own proletarian ideology. 
Only in this way can the proletarian ideology guarantee the leadership 
of the proletariat. Otherwise the proletarian ideology were forced to 
follow the bourgeois ideology. 

The revision of the proletarian ideology is thus a double-sided process 
of the class struggle between the world bourgeoisie and world 
proletariat. 

The working class revises the proletarian ideology with the aim of its 
revolutionization. The bourgeoisie revises the proletarian ideology with 
the aim to adapt it to the bourgeois ideology. It is a struggle between 
these two antagonistic classes, to revise the proletarian ideology. The 
proletariat does so in its own interest. And the bourgeoisie does so in 
the interest of the bourgeoisie. The struggle between the proletarian 
and bourgeois revision of the proletarian ideology reflects the 
intensification of the class struggle on an ever higher level. The world 
proletariat leads the struggle for the revision of its own proletarian 
ideology with the aim to eliminate the inevitability of bourgeois revision 
of proletarian ideology. If the proletarian ideology has already become 
the prevailing ideology, then revisionism can be kept in check. But this 
does not mean the end of further processes of bourgeois revision of 
proletarian ideology in world socialism. This struggle does not stop 
until the abolition of the class society. And in world communism the 
revision of Communist thought is directed to the relative approximation 
to the absolute truth, thus a struggle of the communist society, to free 
itself more and more from the shackles of ignorance. 

With this, revisionism is not yet fully explained. What is missing ? It 
lacks the fact that revisionism is not limited on the bourgeois revision 
of the proletarian ideology. Revisionism is by no means exhausted in 
it. Revisionism is based on the entire bourgeois ideology which is by 
far not limited in the bourgeois revision of the proletarian ideology. 
"We must untiringly combat any and every bourgeois ideology, 
regardless of the fashionable and striking garb in which it may drape 
itself." (Lenin, Volume 5; Political Agitation and “The Class Point of 
View’) 

The proletarian ideology struggles not only against revisionism but 
against the entirety of the bourgeois ideology. We communists must 
revolutionize the proletarian ideology by the proletarian revision of the 
whole bourgeois ideology. For short: we use expressively all the 
bourgeois ideological weapons in the interest of the liberation of the 
world proletariat. If the bourgeoisie combats us with our own weapons, 
we combat the bourgeoisie with her own weapons. Revisionism gets 
its weapons not only from the proletarian ideology, but from the whole 
bourgeois ideology - namely daily, hourly. (= capitalist-revisionist 
encirclement of the ideology of the proletarian ideology) 

We need to understand, not only to take knowledge from the teachings 


of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism, but also from the results and 
methods of bourgeois "science". We would be fools (but not 
revolutionaries) if we would ignore the treasures of knowledge about 
the bourgeois "science". This knowledge is not only useful but even 
indispensable for our aims of the socialist world revolution. 
Doubtlessly, globalized socialism can only be built on the matured 
prerequisite conditions of the globalization of world capitalism. 
Therefore we cannot do without global results and methods of 
bourgeois "science". Decisive is to turn this "science" upside down, 
namely by the dialectical and historical materialism. Lenin teaches us: 
"Taken as a whole, the professors of economics are nothing but 
learned salesmen of the capitalist class, while the professors of 
philosophy are learned salesmen of the theologians. 

The task of Marxists in both cases is to be able to master and adapt 
the achievements of these “salesmen” (for instance, you will not make 
the slightest progress in the investigation of new economic 
phenomena unless you have recourse to the works of these 
salesmen) and to be able to lop off their reactionary tendency, to 
pursue your own line and to combat the whole alignment of forces and 
classes hostile to us. (Lenin: Chapter Six: Empirio-Criticism and 
Historical Materialism; 4. Parties in Philosophy and Philosophical 
Blockheads, Volume 14) 

Lenin referred to Marx und Engels: 

"Marx and Engels (...) entered the philosophical arena at a time when 
materialism reigned among the advanced intellectuals in general, and 
in working-class circles in particular. It is therefore quite natural that 
they should have devoted their attention not to a repetition of old ideas 
but to a serious theoretical development of materialism, its application 
to history, in other words, to the completion of the edifice of materialist 
philosophy up to its summit. It is quite natural that (...) these most 
widely known and popular writers among the workers particularly 
lacked, namely, dialectics. Marx, Engels (...) did not worry about the 
elementary truths of materialism, which had been cried by the 
hucksters in dozens of books, but devoted all their attention to 
ensuring that these elementary truths should not be vulgarised, should 
not be over-simplified, should not lead to stagnation of thought 
(“materialism below, idealism above”), to forgetfulness of the valuable 
fruit of the idealist systems, Hegelian dialectics—that pearl which 
those farmyard cocks, the BUchners, the DUhrings and Co. (as well as 
Leclair, Mach, Avenarius and so forth), could not pick out from the 
dungheap of absolute idealism." (Lenin; Volume 14; chapter IV, 7. Two 
Kinds of Criticism of Duhring) 

Marx came from Hegelian philosophy to socialism, through turning 
Hegel "upside down", through the materialistic revision of Hegel's 
idealism, through liberation of dialectics from idealism. For example, 
Lenin criticized the Leibnizian philosophy as follows: 

"Here we have a dialectic of its own kind and a very deep one, in spite 
of idealism and clericalism" (Lenin, Volume 38, page 69, translation 
from the German edition). 

And F. Engels said in his preface to Anti-Duhring on page 11 and 12 in 
Volume 20, MEW (German edition): 

"The same laws as those which similarly form the thread running 


through the history of the development of human thought and 
gradually rise to consciousness in the mind of man; the laws which 
Hegel first developed in all-embracing but mystified form, and which 
we made it one of our aims to strip of this mystic form and to bring 
clearly before the mind in their complete simplicity and universality. 
Finally, for me there could be no question of superimposing the laws of 
dialectics on nature but of discovering them in it and developing them 
from it. 

But to do this systematically and in each separate department is a 
gigantic task." 
What would happen to the proletarian ideology if the 5 Classics of 
Marxism-Leninism would have ignored this gigantic task? 
We communists must complete this gigantic task of revision of the 
bourgeois ideology with the aim to adapt it to the proletarian ideology. 
We direct the ideological weapons of the bourgeoisie against herself. 
The 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism have not only criticized the 
idealistic conceptions, but simultaneously recognized and 
acknowledged their value and importance for the further development 
of Marxism-Leninism. In contrast, the "left" radicalism dismisses 
everything as bourgeois "work of the devil" (see: Maoist Cultural 
Revolution - "everything from the West is reactionary!"). Marx and 
Engels have never regarded the logic of Hegel as "work of the devil". 
Otherwise Marxism would not have become what it is, namely the 
ideological weapon of the liberation of the proletariat ! 
The vulgarization of Marxism is not only a particular feature of 
revisionism. Vulgarization is the general characteristic of the 
degeneration and decline of the entire bourgeois ideology! The 
proletarian ideology is the only ideology, able to burst all revisionist 
chains. The proletarian ideology struggles not only against its own 
vulgarization, but also against the vulgarization of the entire thinking of 
mankind. The proletarian ideology is not limited to the own interests of 
the proletariat, but it embodies all progressive thought throughout 
human history. Those who do not understand this dialectics, know 
nothing about the great challenge of the struggle against revisionism. 
The victory over revisionism is not only a prerequisite for the socialist 
revolution of the world proletariat, but also for the liberation of all the 
oppressed and exploited classes of the world from the yoke of 
capitalism. Whoever understands this universal dimension of the 
proletarian class struggle against revisionism only halfway, is only 
"halfway" a anti-revisionist. Marxism may be but do not tolerate half 
measures. Incomplete struggle against revisionism cost us dear. Our 
anti-revisionist demarcation line must be drawn onto an always higher 
level. Our principled struggle against revisionism begins with our fight 
against these "half" anti-revisionists! 
Thus, the bourgeoisie hides not only the class character of the 
proletarian ideology, but also the class character of her own bourgeois 
ideology. Today, the bourgeoisie hides especially the decadence of its 
own ideology. The world proletariat unmasks this concealment by the 
globalized revision of the entire bourgeois ideology. It is known that it 
is the proletarian ideology, which forces the idealism to conceal its 
class character and to revise materialism. The battlefield between 
revisionism and Marxism-Leninism extends ultimately to the entire 


philosophical battle field between materialism and idealism. On the 
philosophical battlefield revisionism is bourgeois revision of 
materialism on the basis of Marxism-Leninism, not least with the help 
of the bourgeois revision of idealism. 

But even that does not explain exhaustively the struggle against 
revisionism. In the last instance revisionism expresses the tendencies 
and ideology of the hostile classes of every modern society. The key to 
the criticism of revisionism is, its "materialized" social history from 
beginning to end, ie from capitalism to socialism, from socialism back 
to capitalism and, in turn, from restored capitalism back to the restored 
socialism. 

To answer the question, what revisionism really is, we must study the 
real existing revisionist countries and parties. If we want to criticize 
revisionism, we must study the class society under the dictatorship of 
the revisionist bourgeoisie. Only by means of its "materialized" form, 
revisionism shows its true colors. The history of the revisionist 
countries gives us definitive clarity as to distinguish between the 
revisionism as it really is and what it appears to "be". And that's the 
only positive valuable thing about revisionism, namely as instructive 
illustrative material for the struggle against revisionism. With the 
knowledge of the development of real existing revisionism, with its 
transformation into capitalism and social-fascism etc., the world 
proletariat loses all illusion about all prayer wheels of the revisionists. 
Therefore we center criticism at the entire system of rule of 
revisionism, namely criticism at both the economic basis and the 
political superstructure, analysis of classes in the revisionist class- 
society, its relationship to the capitalist countries, its relationship to the 
socialist countries, etc.. 

By means of "The Capital", Marx analyzed the capitalist system strictly 
and consistently scientifically. Lenin and Stalin analyzed the socialist 
system strictly and consistently scientifically. Enver Hoxha analyzed 
the revisionist social order strictly and consistently scientifically. We 
Stalinist-Hoxhaists analyze the globalized society strictly and 
consistently scientifically on the basis of the analysis of the 5 classics 
of Marxism-Leninism, especially in regard of the historical 
development of revisionism. 

Can we say that we have already fulfilled this task? No, we can not. 
We possess already some important knowledge, however our 
thorough knowledge of the revisionist system is still lacking. Before us 
is still a difficult road of unremitting, scientific work. Each enrichment of 
our knowledge about the revisionist ruling system is indispensable for 
our knowledge about the construction of world socialism, especially for 
the purpose to avoid previous mistakes in future. 

The demarcation line between the socialist system and the revisionist 
system must be drawn always clearer. It is not important whether we 
Stalinists-Hoxhaists understand this difference for ourselves. Decisive 
is that the world proletariat and the laboring masses around the world 
understand this difference. For this, a lot of educational work is still to 
do, because, every day the world bourgeoisie is busy to blur this 
distinction, namely for the purpose to equate the revisionist system 
and the socialist system. This is our most important conclusion after 
50 years of struggle against modern revisionism. 


Now we will present the scientific definition of the law of revisionism, 
which the Comintern (SH) has discovered: 


The Basic Law of revisionism and its mode of 
action 


The Basic Law of revisionism is the conscious causation (or 
restoration) of the imbalance between the proletarian ideology and the 
objective laws of the development of the society. 

The Basic Law of revisionism is the creation of the formal conformity of 
bourgeois ideology with proletarian ideology in order to adapt the 
proletarian ideology to bourgeois ideology. 

The Basic Law of revisionism aims for the subservience of the 
proletarian ideology, namely on the (formal) ground of Marxism- 
Leninism, for the purpose of maintaining of capitalism (or restoring 
capitalism = law of modern revisionism). 


The Basic Law of revisionism is the conciliation of the antagonistic 
contradiction between the proletarian and the bourgeois ideology as a 
condition precedent to the alleged "peaceful" overcoming of capitalism 
by means of the establishment of bourgeois socialism, ie by a 
socialism together with the bourgeoisie and not against the 
bourgeoisie. 

The actually accomplished restoration of capitalism by means of 
modern revisionism in the revisionist countries is the historical 
confirmation for the correctness of the revisionist law. For details on 
the evidence in the chapter: "The Political Economy of revisionism". 
The law of the struggle against the proletarian ideology on the (formal) 
ground of Marxism-Leninism is derived from the universal law of 
warfare, namely to defeat the enemy with its own weapons. This is the 
driving force of the law of revisionism. It is needless to say that the 
bourgeoisie and its revisionist lackeys deny this law of revisionism, 
and that they prevaricate with all kinds of revisionist "theories". 
Justification for the inevitability of the effectiveness of the revisionist 
basic law: 

The application of the basic law of revisionism decides not only over 
victory and defeat in the class struggle against the proletariat. This law 
decides on the demise or survival of the bourgeoisie as a class. It 
decides on the existence or nonexistence of the capitalist system. The 
capitalist class society can not exist without the ruling bourgeoisie and 
the exploited proletariat. Indeed, the worker needs no capitalist, but 
rather the capitalists the workers. So, here we have the reason for the 
need of the bourgeoisie to use the law of revisionism. The 
intensification of the oppression and exploitation of the workers is the 
only means of the bourgeoisie to postpone her decline. But this means 
inevitably intensification of class struggle and endangering of the 
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. The only way out of this dilemma is the 
bourgeois policy of class conciliation, because the bourgeoisie can not 
escape her fate by her own efforts. The survival of the bourgeoisie 
depends primarily of the proletariat. Therefore, bourgeoisie is forced to 
deceive the proletariat: The fate of the proletariat "depends" from the 


fate of the bourgeoisie, according the slogan: "We are all in the same 
boat." 

The bourgeois class is forced to obey the law of capitalism. However, 
this means to violate the law of the development of the entire society, 
namely to such degree that the socialist world revolution finally 
becomes unavoidable. 

In contrast to the bourgeois ideology, in general, and the revisionist 
ideology, in particular, the proletarian ideology is invincible as long as it 
is applied in accordance with the objective law of society's 
development. It is therefore the intention of the bourgeoisie to 
manipulate the proletarian ideology in such a way that it comes more 
and more to an imbalance and finally to a contradiction between the 
proletarian ideology and the objective laws of society. It is the law of 
capitalism which forces the bourgeoisie to resort to the law of 
revisionism unavoidably. The law of revisionism obeys the law of 
capitalism. The effectiveness of the law of revisionism is based in the 
effectiveness of the law of capitalism. With this we have produced 
proof of the Basic Law of revisionism: 

The Basic Law of revisionism is the conscious causation (or 
restoration) of the imbalance between the proletarian ideology and the 
objective laws of the development of the society. 

We speak of revisionism as the "doctor at the sickbed of capitalism". 
By means of revisionism can the downfall of the bourgeoisie be 
delayed. Even the dictatorship of the proletariat can only take 
measures which limit the effectiveness of the law of revisionism. The 
law of revisionism is an objective law and its effectiveness expires 
completely not until the classless society. 

The bourgeoisie need to sell the law of revisionism as an alleged "law 
of socialism". 

The law of revisionism ensures that the seeds of capitalism remain 
conserved (as a nucleus), even under the most difficult conditions of 
the supremacy of socialism. The working class is invincible when it 
posses the proletarian ideology. Therefore, the bourgeoisie tries to 
take possession of the proletarian ideology by means of the law of 
revisionism. 

The bourgeoisie protects her own existence as a class in that she 
"privately appropriates" the ideology of the working class, and cedes 
the revisionist ideology to the proletariat as a "substitute" . 

In this respect one can also say that the law of revisionism is a law of 
the "private appropriation" of the proletarian ideology. However, it is 
not done with the private appropriation. Because: Without her agency 
within the working class, without a social carrier, without a social 
pacemaker of her revisionist influence, without her helpers and 
accomplices within the labor movement, the bourgeoisie (by itself) is 
neither able nor capable to take advantage of the law of revisionism. 
Without the means of a strong social carrier, the domination of the 
bourgeois ideology over proletarian ideology is impossible. 

In the revisionist countries the law of revisionism developed its highest 
form of effectiveness, its greatest power of impact, particularly, after 
the revisionist ideology was transformed into a state doctrine. The law 
of revisionism mutated as a law of modern revisionism. The 
effectiveness of the law of modern revisionism increased due to the 


circumstance of the increasing merger of the social carriers of the 
capitalist countries and those of the revisionist countries. The modern 
revisionists, particularly in the revisionist countries, formed the state- 
protected social mainstay for the survival of world imperialism. The 
revisionist forces have protected world imperialism from collapse with 
the help of the law of revisionism. With the elimination of the socialist 
states, the modern revisionists paved the way for the supremacy of 
world capitalism. With the globalization of capitalism a globalized 
social carrier emerged as the pre-condition for the globalized 
application of the law of revisionism. The global application of the law 
of revisionism thus implies necessarily the existence of a global social 
carrier of the global bourgeoisie within the world working class 
movement. The consequence for us: 

The world proletariat is the only force in the world that can successfully 
combat this globalized social carrier of the global bourgeoisie. In this 
way, the world bourgeoisie can be effectively prevented from applying 
the law of revisionism globally, especially in regard of the world 
socialist revolution. 

We will hinder the world bourgeoisie to draw upon hostile elements of 
other classes against world socialism. We will force all these 
revisionist lackeys, to fight for world socialism. If they do not, then the 
dictatorship of the world proletariat will take action against them. In 
world socialism, the bourgeoisie is destroyed as a class, but their 
revisionist social carriers can not be destroyed. There is no other 
alternative for getting rid of them than by means of class struggle. In 
world socialism, the restoration of capitalism is impossible without the 
restoration of the social carriers of the bourgeoisie. The world socialist 
society is a class society in which the remains of the old society 
remain active and therefore they are still dangerous. If we want to 
abolish the social carriers of the bourgeoisie, we must abolish class 
society. 

We have seen that the bourgeoisie needs her social carriers for 
spreading her revisionist influence within the revolutionary movement 
of the proletariat. In contrast, the world proletariat, on its part, 
possesses also allies who support the struggle against revisionism. 
This is an important factor which should not be underestimated. This 
factor makes it more difficult for the bourgeoisie to apply the law of 
revisionism. 

World imperialism also has its social carriers in the colonial countries 
directed against the liberation struggle of the oppressed peoples. 

The revisionist law is applied by the imperialists thus also to maintain / 
restore the exploitation and oppression of dependent nations. In anti- 
imperialist struggle, there can be no unity with the revisionists, 
because they are the pioneers of bourgeois influence in the anti- 
imperialist world movement. 

The imperialists pay their lackeys from the extra profits that they 
squeeze out of the oppressed peoples. Under the leadership of the 
world proletariat, the anti-imperialist struggle is directed not only 
against the imperialists and their comprador bourgeoisie in the 
oppressed countries, but also against the social carriers of the 
bourgeoisie, who are recruited out of all other classes. We therefore 
also fight against the social carriers of revisionism in the hinterland of 


world imperialism. The world proletariat unites with the revolutionary 
forces of the oppressed peoples in a common struggle for the 
overthrow of the world imperialist order and for the global defeat of 
revisionism. 

With this anti-imperialist tactics we will successfully limit the influence 
of the law of revisionism in the colonial and semicolonial countries. 


The revisionist method: 


The revisionist method is just one of many methods used by the 
bourgeoisie against the proletariat. The most effective method is this: 
"carrot and stick". 

The first method is the method of violence, of war, of fascism, ie the 
open counter-revolutionary methods (upt to the physical destruction of 
the working class and above all its revolutionary avantgard. 
Complementing, the second method: 

This is the method of class conciliation, ie reforms, concessions and 
compromises. The bourgeoisie has centuries of experience in the 
selection and application of these methods. 

But all these methods are based on the law of capitalism, in general, 
and (among others) on the law of revisionism, in particular. 
Undoubtedly, the revisionist method is one of the methods of class 
conciliation. The application of all these methods of the bourgeoisie for 
the purpose of oppression and exploitation, inevitably follow the laws 
of dialectics. It is therefore inevitable that the methods of class 
conciliation turn into social-fascist methods. And conversely, the 
openly counterrevolutionary, fascist methods are being replaced by 
methods of class conciliation according to the historical circumstances 
of capitalism and class struggle between bourgeoisie and proletariat. 
The application of the revisionist method under the conditions of war 
and fascism led the world proletariat and the Comintern in the 
catastrophe of modern revisionism in power, led to the capitalist- 
revisionist world. 

The revisionist method is the highest and therefore most dangerous 
form of all anti-Marxist methods, namely that kind of method of anti- 
Marxism, which acts as masked (bourgeois) "Marxism" against 
Marxism. The revisionist method is the only anti-Marxist method by 
which the bourgeoisie was able to defeat the Marxist method and thus 
disarm the revolutionary proletariat. So we anti-revisionists have to 
study them carefully and thoroughly. The method of revisionism is the 
bourgeois revision and distortion of Marxism on the (formal) ground of 
Marxism for the purpose of its gradual approach and adaptation to 
bourgeois ideology for the purpose of the complete assimilation and 
replacement by bourgeois ideology. 

The revisionist method is: killing "through mildness", and strangulation 
through "embracement"! 

In the first step, the revisionists prefer the method of penetration of 
bourgeois ideology into proletarian ideology (a "Trojan" method, 
applied from the outside). If the penetration proved to be successful, 


then follows the second step by means of the parasitic method. With 
this method, the processes of putrefaction are implemented (method 
from the inside), serving the gradual decomposition and dissolution of 
the proletarian ideology. 

The revisionist method is intended to prevent the proletarian ideology 
from its rejuvenation and regeneration. Simultaneously, the revisionists 
try to favor its early aging. The one method works by means of the 
other, depending on the conditions of the struggle between the 
bourgeois and the proletarian ideology. 

We want to enter the armory of the revisionists and collect some 
revisionist methods (some methods have already been presented). 
We just want to highlight a few more typical examples: 

-the revisionists shake hands with you if you deviate from the 
proletarian ideology. They lay a hand on you, if you defend it 
principled; 

- acknowledge the revolutionary theory in words , but deny its practical 
implementation; 

- preaching obsolete doctrines while defaming new theorems as 
alleged "anti-Marxist"; 

- All conflicts which are historically necessary, are reinterpreted into 
misunderstandings; 

- The more the revisionists praise the unity in words, all the more they 
vialte the unity in action; 

- The class struggle between bourgeoisie and proletariat is recognized 
in words but in deeds covered up, washed out, weakened; 

- The revisionists want a transition to socialism, without to demolish 
with violence the capitalist shell of the old society; 

- The revisionists do not reject the criticism of eclecticism. They only 
reject the criticism from the 5 classics of Marxism-Leninism; 

- Fragments of classic quotations - in particular at inappropriate 
context - are misused by the revisionists for the purpose to break with 
the Classics of Marxism-Leninism; 

- After the emergence of Stalinism-Hoxhaism each "left" streaming, 
particularly that which occurs as a streaming of "Marxism-Leninism", 
will be unavoidably transformed into a revisionist current in the course 
of the class struggle ; 

- The revisionists transform the proletarian ideology into bourgeois 
ideology, by erasing its scientific foundations; 

- The revisionists recognize one or the other principles of Marxism- 
Leninism , but in fact they replace them by bourgeois principles; 

- The revisionist method of "verification of Marxism" serves to the 
bourgeois demoralization of the proletariat; 

- Revisionists demand freedom for the new views in addition to the old 
rather than the replacement of the old through the new; 

- The revisionists reduce the movement in the interests of the moment, 
instead of connecting with the revolutionary aims (The movement is 
everything, the final goal nothing); 

- The revisionists strengthen the influence of bourgeois ideology upon 
the workers and at the same time they reduce the influence of the 
proletarian ideology on the workers; 

- The revisionists purify the proletarian ideology from its revolutionary 
spirit; 


- An always more sophisticated distortion of Marxism-Leninism, 
increasingly sophisticated sub thrusts of anti-materialist doctrines 
under Marxism-Leninism - that is neo-revisionism; 

- The revisionists prefer the form more than the nature of the matter; 
- Since the revisionists can not act openly, they must struggle against 
the communists from the inside; 

- The revisionists try to eradicate the faith of the workers in their own 
strength, and propagate the impossibility of their victory. 

The bourgeois revision of the proletarian ideology provides the 
"evidence" for the alleged "incompetence" of the proletarian ideology. 
This is clear to everyone. There are various anti-Marxist methods of 
bourgeois revision, and not only the revisionist method. The peculiarity 
of the revisionist method is that the revisionist "revision" is made on 
the ground of the proletarian ideology . The revisionist "revision" is 
based on Marxist phraseology and justified and cemented "in the 
name of" Marxism-Leninism. The revisionist method "proves" our 
alleged "deviations" from the proletarian ideology (read: they foist and 
stamp us as alleged "enemies" of the proletarian ideology, while they 
are the "true defenders" of Marxism-Leninism!). The revisionist method 
"defends" allegedly Marxism-Leninism against us Marxist-Leninists ! 
By means of the revisionist method the proletarian ideology is 
transformed into its opposite ( turned upside down). And all this is 
"hardened" by means of quotes of Marxism-Leninism. Revisionists 
declare themselves as the alleged "Marxists-Leninists" while we 
Marxists-Leninists are the "debunked deviationists" of Marxism- 
leninism. The revisionist method presents the proletarian ideology (as 
required), either as alleged "dogmatism" and "sectarianism" or as 
"rightist opportunism" and "revisionism". Sometimes the revisionists 
call us "centrists" and "Trotskyites" , etc. 

- And mind you: all these allegations and distortions made "on the 
ground" of Marxism-Leninism. The revisionist method adapts to the 
needs and conditions of the ideological class struggle. Sometimes 
they call us "Leftists", and sometimes they call us "Rightists". The 
revisionists attack us there where we have beaten them most 
seriously! Mostly they insult us as "leftist" Radicals. 

It was above all Mao Tsetung, who has hidden his revisionist method 
behind an alleged "anti-revisionist" method. Comrade Enver Hoxha 
has thwarted this ploy. What do we learn from it? The revisionist 
method has a double tactics. There is an interplay of revisionist 
attacks against us from the "left" and right position. And this interaction 
is performed by means of centrism, as a catalyst. The proletarian 
ideology is taken in a pincer movement between accusations of 
alleged "Leftism" and "right opportunism" - sometimes simultaneously 
and sometimes consecutively. The Marxist-Leninist method of war on 
two fronts is exchanged by the revisionist method. The revisionist 
method presents our anti-revisionist method as the "deviating" method 
and, instead, the revisionists sell their revisionist method as the 
"correct" Marxist-Leninist two-front tactics. It is the goal of revisionist 
method to defeat our anti-revisionist method with its own weapons. 
With the distortion of the image of Marxism, taken alone, the 
revisionist method is explained not scientific. The method is therefore 
revisionist because the distorted image of Marxism is passed off as 


"Marxism". In fact, only the Marxist mask of bourgeois ideology is 
reflected ! For the sake of completeness, the revisionist method tries 
to reflect Marxism as a "distorted image" in the mind of the worker (!). 
The revisionist method is the completed interchange of Marxism and 
its distorted image, projected in the minds of the workers. By means of 
this manipulation, Marxism can easily be passed off as "dogmatism" 
and revisionism as "Marxism" - after the bourgeoisie's fancy. 

Simply put: The anti-revisionist form is retained for camouflage. Only 
the Marxist content is replaced by revisionist content. 

In the first step, the revisionists convince the worker defending 
Marxism-Leninism against revisionism. So far so good. However, the 
revisionists misuse this conviction only for their fake projection. The 
revisionists try to bring the worker to do the opposite. In the second 
step the revisionists try to convince workers that they must defend 
Marxism-Leninism against the "sectarianism" and "dogmatism". In this 
way, the workers defend the Marxist form but the content of 
revisionism. 

If the Neo-revisionists succeed that the workers attack Stalinism- 
Hoxhaism as alleged "dogmatism", and us Stalinist-Hoxhaists as 
"sectarians", then this means in the result that the workers betray their 
own class brothers. With the (neo-)revisionist method the Neo- 
revisionists try to isolate the Stalinist-Hoxhaist workers from the 
working class and the toiling masses. 

And more easily expressed: 

By means of the revisionist method, the anti-revisionist consciousness 
of a worker is manipulated ceaselessly, until he finally acts against his 
own revolutionary interests! The revisionist method aims to break the 
connection between the revolutionary workers and the working class 
and its spontaneous mass protests. The art of masterful application of 
this revisionist method, therefore, is to direct the anti-revisionist 
struggle in a manner against Marxism that Marxism is hit with its own 
weapon of anti-revisionist struggle. That the revisionist method was 
successful, the modern revisionists have proved a thousand times in 
practice. Take an historic example: the fight against the so-called 
"personality cult of Stalin". Before the eyes of the entire world 
proletariat, the Soviet revisionists condemned Comrade Stalin for his 
alleged "dogmatism". In reality, not Leninism was defended against 
dogmatism, but Stalinism eliminated as "dogmatism". Without 
application of the revisionist method this crime would have been 
completely impossible. Thus, the application of the revisionist method 
became a historical fact. 

Any further development of the Marxist method generated in the class 
struggle inevitably the development of revisionist method. 

Thus, the neo-revisionist method was created unavoidably against the 
Stalinist-Hoxhaist method. This is in accordance with the further 
development of the forms and methods of class struggle between the 
world proletariat and the world bourgeoisie. 

The revisionist method is effective, if it is concentrated on the 
supposedly weakest link of the chain of Marxist anti-revisionism. The 
revisionists start their revisionist revision with the supposedly weakest 
link. This way, they break through the gate and try to "revise" 
(=decompose) one link after the other, up to the whole anti-revisionist 


chain is dissolved. 

They continue to do this, until the whole revisionist revision of Marxist 
anti-revisionism is completed. Then, revisionism regains back its 
closed expression on a higher level. 


With what kind of method can you combat the 
revisionist method? 


The only method by which one can combat and defeat the revisionist 
method successfully, is the method of the 5 Classics of Marxism- 
Leninism. At first, we quote Stalin : (Stalin Works, Volume 6, The 
foundations of Leninism, Chapter II, Method) 

The Second International was headed by "faithful" Marxists, by the 
“orthodox"-Kautsky and others. Actually, however, the main work of the 
Second International followed the line of opportunism. The 
opportunists adapted themselves to the bourgeois because of their 
adaptive, petty-bourgeois nature; the "orthodox," in their turn, adapted 
themselves to the opportunists in order to "preserve unity" with them, 
in the interests of "peace within the party." Thus the link between the 
policy of the bourgeois and the policy of the "orthodox" was closed, 
and, as a result, opportunism reigned supreme. 

Instead of an integral revolutionary theory, there were contradictory 
theoretical postulates and fragments of theory, which were divorced 
from the actual revolutionary struggle of the masses and had been 
turned into threadbare dogmas. For the sake of appearances, Marx's 
theory was mentioned, of course, but only to rob it of its living, 
revolutionary spirit. here was flabby philistinism and sordid political 
bargaining, parliamentary diplomacy and parliamentary scheming. For 
the sake of appearances, of course, "revolutionary" resolutions and 
slogans were adopted, but only to be pigeonholed. here was a studied 
evasion of vexed questions, which were glossed over and veiled. For 
the sake of appearances, of course, there was no objection to talking 
about vexed questions, but only in order to wind up with some sort of 
"elastic" resolution. 

Meanwhile, a new period of imperialist wars and of revolutionary 
battles of the proletariat was approaching. The old methods of fighting 
were proving obviously inadequate and impotent in the face of the 
omnipotence of finance capital. 

It became necessary to overhaul the entire activity of the Second 
International, its entire method of work, and to drive out all philistinism, 
narrow-mindedness, political scheming, regency, social-chauvinism 
and social-pacifism. It became necessary to examine the entire 
arsenal of the Second International, to throw out all that was rusty and 
antiquated, to forge new weapons. Without this preliminary work it was 
useless embarking upon war against capitalism. Without this work the 
proletariat ran the risk of finding itself inadequately armed, or even 
completely unarmed, in the future revolutionary battles. 


The honour of bringing about this general overhauling and general 
cleansing of the Augean stables of the Second International fell to 
Leninism. 

Such were the conditions under which the method of Leninism was 
born and hammered out. 

What are the requirements of this method? 

Firstly, the testing of the theoretical dogmas of the Second 
International in the crucible of the revolutionary struggle of the 
masses, in the crucible of living practice-that is to say, the restoration 
of the broken unity between theory and practice, the healing of the rift 
between them; for only in this way can a truly proletarian party armed 
with revolutionary theory be created. 

Secondly, the testing of the policy of the parties of the Second 
International, not by their slogans and resolutions (which cannot be 
trusted), but by their deeds, by their actions; for only in this way can 
the confidence of the proletarian masses be won and deserved. 
Thirdly, the reorganisation of all Party work on new revolutionary lines, 
with a view to training and preparing the masses for the revolutionary 
struggle; for only in this way can the masses be prepared for the 
proletarian revolution. 

Fourthly, self-criticism within the proletarian parties, their education 
and training on the basis of their own mistakes; for only in this way can 
genuine cadres and genuine leaders of the Party be trained. 

Such is the basis and substance of the method of Leninism. 

What is contained in Lenin's method was in the main already 
contained in the teachings of Marx, which, according to Marx himself, 
were "in essence critical and revolutionary." It is precisely this critical 
and revolutionary spirit that pervades Lenin's method from beginning 
to end. But it would be wrong to suppose that Lenin's method is 
merely the restoration of the method of Marx. As a matter of fact, 
Lenin's method is not only the restoration of, but also the 
concretisation and further development of the critical and revolutionary 
method of Marx, of his materialist dialectics. 

What is contained in Stalin's method was in the main already 
contained in the teachings of Marx, Engels and Lenin. But it would be 
wrong to suppose that Stalin's method is merely the restoration of the 
method of Marx, Engels and Lenin. As a matter of fact, Stalin's method 
is not only the restoration of, but also the concretisation and further 
development of the critical and revolutionary method of Marx, Engels 
and Lenin. 

Between Lenin on the one hand, and Stalin, on the other, there lies no 
period of domination of the opportunism. Stalin defended successfully 
the Leninist method against the Trotskyites and Rightists who hide 
their anti-Leninist method behind the Leninist method against the 
dictatorship of the proletariat and against the construction of socialism 
in "one" country. They misused the Bolshevist method as a claok for 
their anti-Bolshevism. 

The Stalinist method can be characterized as a revolutionary and 
critical method for the revision of the "theories" of the Bloc of the 
Trotskyites and the Rightists. 

The Stalinist method was needed for the revision of "theories" of the 
restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union. 


The Stalinist method was further developed for the transition of fully 
completed socialism to communism in "one" country and the transition 
to the socialist world camp. The Stalinist method was directed against 
the upcoming danger of modern revisionism in Yugoslavia, in the 
Soviet Union and other countries of the Stalinist world camp. 

And what is contained in Enver Hoxha's method was in the main 
already contained in the teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin. 
But it would be wrong to suppose that Stalin's method is merely the 
restoration of the method of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin. As a 
matter of fact, Enver Hoxha's method is not only the restoration of, but 
also the concretisation and further development of the critical and 
revolutionary method of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin. 

Between Lenin on the one hand, and Stalin, on the other, there lies no 
period of domination of the opportunism. Stalin defended successfully 
the Leninist method against the Trotskyites and Rightists who hide 
their anti-Leninist method behind the Leninist method against the 
dictatorship of the proletariat and the construction of socialism in "one" 
country. They misused the Bolshevist method as a claok for their anti- 
Bolshevism. 

The Stalinist method can be characterized as a revolutionary and 
critical method against the Bloc of the Trotskyites and the Rightists. 
Later, Stalinist developed the method of the transition of fully 
completed socialism to communism in "one" country and the transition 
to the socialist world camp. The Stalinist method was directed against 
the upcoming danger of modern revisionism in Yugoslavia, in the 
Soviet Union and other countries of the Stalinist world camp. 

The Hoxhaist method was needed for the critical Marxist-Leninist 
revision of the "theories" of the restored capitalism in the revisionist 
countries. 

"To relax the struggle against modern revisionism in the slightest, on 
any pretext, means to deviate from principles. And principles cannot 
and must never be sacrificed for the sake of momentary interests and 
advantages of an economic or any other character. (Enver Hoxha, 
report at the 5th Congress of the PLA, 1966) 

The Hoxhaist method can be characterized as a method of struggle 
against the methods of the modern revisionists at power and against 
the methods of the capitalist-revisionist encirclement of the last 
socialist country - Albania. It was a method of struggle against the 
betrayal of the entire revisionist world movement. The Hoxhaist 
method was further developed in the struggle against the Maoist 
method which was hidden behind the "anti-revisionist" method of the 
Chinese revisionists. 

What is contained in the Stalinist-Hoxhaist method was in the main 
already contained in the teachings of the 5 Classics of Marxism- 
Leninism. But it would be wrong to suppose that the Stalinist-Hoxhaist 
method is merely the restoration of the method of the 5 Classics of 
Marxism-Leninism. As a matter of fact, the Stalinist-Hoxhaist method is 
not only the restoration of, but also the concretisation and further 
development of the critical and revolutionary method he 5 Classics of 
Marxism-Leninism. 

The Stalinist-Hoxhaist method is the advancement of the Marxist- 
Leninist method. It is the globalized method of the 5 Classics of 


Marxism-Leninism. The Stalinist-Hoxhaist method is the method for 
the direct transition to world socialism by means of the world socialist 
revolution. The neo-revisionist method is the method of struggle 
against us Stalinist-Hoxhaists. The Stalinist-Hoxhaist method is the 
method of the global revision of neo-revisionism which hides behind 
the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism. 


PART Il 
The law of the molting of revisionism: 


The molting of revisionism is decisive for the regeneration process of 
bourgeois ideology in general, and of revisionism in particular. 
Moreover, the molting of revisionism is highest expression of the 
survival strategy of the bourgeois class and its system of capitalist 
exploitation and oppression. 

The restoration of revisionism is determined by the law of molting. 
Revisionism loses its bourgeois influence in the workers' - and 
communist world movement, if revisionism is completely demasked 
and discredited. 

How can the revisionists go on to deceive the working class and the 
communists if they are completely discredited? 

This is only possible by a new red mask (simplified presentation). The 
renewal of the old mask requires a process of morphing in which the 
form (appearance) is exchanged by those features of advanced 
development of the proletarian ideology which had caused the old 
revisionist mask, to be useless. Of course, the bourgeois content of 
revisionism is maintained essentially, but equipped with updated and 
sharpened weapons against our anti-revisionist ideology. We Stalinist- 
Hoxhaists call this mutation process, the molting of revisionism. 
Molting must not be equated with a purely mechanistic exchange of 
the shell (mask). It is not simply a matter to daub the faded colour with 
a fresh red colour. As a result of the molting, the resistance forces of 
revisionism become stronger than ever. Therefore it is harder to defeat 
it. That is indeed its danger, namely that revisionism, with each new 
molting, becomes more and more resistant against our anti-revisionist 
struggle. The restored revisionism is equipped with new instruments of 
deception that tries to outwit the strong defense system of proletarian 
anti-revisionism. 

From the molting process of revisionism emerges nothing other than 
revisionism, but it is a "mutated" revisionism equipped with a higher 
degree of dangerousness. The restored revisionism comes out of the 
molting strengthened, namely by means of future avoidance of all 
mistakes, misapprehensions and weaknesses of the previous stages 
of its own development. 

Molting is caused by the interaction of internal contradictions of 
revisionism. There is on the one hand the old revisionist forces that 
inhibit the moulting process directly. And on the other hand there are 
the new forces that inhibit the moulting process indirectly, because 
they try to speed it up artificially and to end prematurely. 


The functionality of the revisionism is restored by means of the molting 
process, however on a higher qualitative level. 

The molting process is a process of the restoration of revisionism 
(according to the dialectical principle of the negation of negation). 

The material restoration determines the mental restoration. 

But this does not mean that the mental restoration, on its part, would 
have no influence on the material restoration. In the contrary. The law 
of modern revisionism is the unconditional accordance between 
restoration of capitalism and restoration of the revisionist ideology. 
Without the molting process there was no modern revisionism, and 
without modern revisionism there was no restoration of capitalism. 
The molting process enabled modern revisionism to survive by means 
of its molted form of neo-revisionism. 

Who supplies the energy reserves for the molting process ? What is 
the breeding ground ? 

If the process of the restoration of capitalism is nourished by means of 
the achievements of socialism, then the process of the restoration of 
revisionism is nourished by means of the advancements of the 
proletarian ideology (not to forget the feeding from outside (material 
and intellectual influence of the capitalist encirclement). The forces of 
Centrism are significant during the whole molting process. However, 
when the proletarian ideology and revisionism have occupied their 
new opposite position, when the demarcation-line has been 
determined anew, when the ideological struggle again enters the 
critical stage, then centrism and its role as a catalyst takes a backseat 
until it is again needed for a new molting process. 

When does the molting of revisionism begin? 

It begins, whenever the proletarian ideology is so far advanced and 
matured that it has become a sharp weapon against the bourgeoisie. It 
begins firstly, wnenever the proletarian ideology has been brought in 
accordance with the current and coming revolutionary changes of the 
society. And secondly, whenever the communists have successfully 
demasked and discredited the revisionist influence within the workers' 
and communist world movement by means of a general revision. 
Whenever the workers recognize the growing contradiction between 
the appearance of revisionism and the real objective conditions of the 
life of the workers. The molting becomes unavoidable in the moment 
when the deception of the workers begin to fail and thus become 
useless. Every general refurbishment of the proletarian ideology 
entails unavoidably a general refurbishment of revisionism. 

By molting, the demasked form of revisionism receives again a closed 
expression, after it had been defeated as a anti-Marxist ideology within 
the labor movement. All the following revisionist processes such as 
subversion, degeneration, decomposition can only be revived if the 
molting process is successfully completed. Not until after the molting, 
the closed expression of revisionism is restored. 

We Stalinist-Hoxhaists speak of 4 main stages of molting in history of 
bourgeois socialism. 

1st molting: 

When Marx and Engels created Marxism, anti-Marxian revisionism 
molted (hidden behand "2 heads") = dangerous ! 

The pre-Marxian revisionism was shattered by the revision of Marx 


and Engels. Especially after their death, the anti-Marxist revisionism 
appeared openly. The discredeted pre-Marxist revisionism molted on 
the ground of Marxism. This is the period in which the bourgeois 
socialism - on board with all contents of the old pre-Marxian ideas - 
appeared in the guise of "Marxism" for the first time. Thus the 
emergence of socialism (on the basis of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat) was successfully prevented by the first molting of 
revisionism. Between Marxism and Leninism was a whole period of 
domination of the II. International. This revisionism of the Second 
International turned into decay ("living corpse" - Rosa Luxemburg) 
through the development of imperialism. Then the Bolsheviks carried 
out the Leninist revision of the opportunism of the Second 
International. And revisionism was forced to its 2nd molting. 

2nd molting: 

When Lenin created Leninism, anti-Leninist revisionism molted 
(hidden behind "3 heads") = more dangerous ! 

The Trotskyites and the Right Opportunists in the Soviet Union revised 
Leninism an the formal basis of Leninism. Stalinism destroyed the Bloc 
of the Trotskyites and Rightists. Revisionism was forced to its 3th 
molting. 

3rd molting: 

When Stalin created Stalinism, modern revisionism molted (hidden 
behind 4 heads") = much more dangerous ! 

The modern revisionists struggled against Stalinism. 

At first the modern revisionists of Yugoslavia revised Stalinism by 
means of Titoism on the formal ground of Marxism-Leninism. Titoism 
was destroyed by Stalinism and Hoxhaism. 

Then the Soviet revisionists revised Stalinism on the formal ground of 
Marxism-Leninism. Within the Soviet Union, a social-fascist regime 
was established and the Soviet Union developed outward to a social- 
imperialist superpower ("restored corpse"). 

The Maoists revised Stalinism and Hoxhaism on the formal basis of 
anti-revisionism. 


Also China developed to a social-imperialist superpower outwards and 
to a social-fascist state inwards. Revisionism was forced to its 4th 
molting. 

Modern revisionism decayed in all revisionist countries which became 
social-fascist countries. 

Ath molting 

When Enver Hoxha created Hoxhaism, anti-Hoxhaism molted (hidden 
behind "5 heads") = most dangerous !!! 

Bourgeois revision of Hoxhaism, on the formal ground of Hoxhaism, 
took place in socialist Albania, especially after the death of Enver 
Hoxha. However, this was not only a national appearance. The whole 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement of Enver Hoxha passed through the 
molting of neo-revisionism. 

The neo-revisionism is the bourgeois revision of the teachings of the 5 
classics of Marxism-Leninism on the formal ground of the 5 Classics of 
Marxism-Leninism. The neo-revisionism rots along with the globalized 
world imperialism ("globalized corpse"). The Stalinist-Hoxhaist revision 
of neo-revisionism preludes the global victory over global revisionism. 


But this will unavoidably cause a next molting of revisionism .... 


We distinguish Revisionism and Revision. These terms must not be 
eqated or mixed up. 

What is Revision ? 

Revision, in the negative sense, that is, in general, revising the 
proletarian ideology through the bourgeoisie for its adaptation to 
bourgeois ideology. In particular it is the bourgeois revision of our anti- 
revisionist struggle for the purpose of its decomposition and liqudation. 
It is a revision which is used by a dieing class and is therefore a 
revision which is finally doomed. In contrast, we distinguish the 
revision which is made by the revolutionary class. In the hands of the 
proletarian class, the revision serves communism. The long term aim 
of the proletarian revision is paving the way towards its liberation from 
class character. 

Usually, and in the positive sense, a revision is necessary to improve 
the work basically. But we must always ask ourselves: 

To whom does the revision serve? It is a class issue. 

For us communists, revision means to reassess and review critically 
and self-critically our general-line, our communist attitude, our 
standpoint, our struggle, etc. 

This is indispensable for corrections and for better adaption to the 
changing circumstances of class struggle. 

Without revision we risk to slide towards dogmatism. The revision is 
needed for the rejuvenation of the proletarian ideology and its 
improved practical application in class struggle. 

So there is revision and "revision". One is indispensable for the victory 
of the world proletariat. The other is indispensable for the survival of 
the world bourgeoisie. In principle, we distinguish the proletarian from 
bourgeois revision of Marxism-Leninism. With the bourgeois revision 
of Marxism-Leninism, the class enemies want to bring the whole 
edifice of proletarian ideology to collapse. In the years 1911-1912 
Lenin emphasized in regard of the revision of the party program: 
Characteristic (...) is the scornful attitude to the programme, and the 
desire to abridge and reduce it without the least attempt at definite and 
down right revision. In our epoch “revisionism”, in its specific role of 
bourgeois emasculation of Marxist truths, is not of the militant variety 
which raises “the banner of revolt” (as, for instance, Bernstein’s in 
Germany some ten years ago, Struve’s in Russia some fifteen years 
ago, or Prokopovich’s somewhat later); it is merely a cowardly and 
furtive renunciation, often defended on the ground of “practical”, 
mainly only allegedly practical, considerations. The successors and 
continuers of the “cause” of Struve and Prokopovich—people like 
Potresov, Maslov, Levitsky and Co.—“took part” in the reigning 
disorder and contributed to it (as also did Yushkevich, Bogdanov, 
Lunacharsky, etc.), mostly by means of timid and unsystematic 
attempts to throw the “old” Marxism overboard and to replace it by a 
“new”, bourgeois doctrine. 

The liquidationist trend, on the other hand, abandons the work for the 
old, and uses the quest for “something new” as an excuse for justifying 
confusion. (Lenin, Volume 17, Chapter |, Fundamental Problems of the 
Election Campaign) 


In this context, Comrade Stalin has said the following critical words 
about Zinoviev's interpretation of "revisionism" ( at the 7th Enlarged 
Plenum of the ECCI). We would like to take this opportunity, to point to 
the fact that after the death of Comrade Enver Hoxha, the 5th Classics 
of Marxism-Leninism, the "Zinoviev criterion of revisionism" is still 
rampant, namely not only restricted to anti-revisionism, but at all 
regards. At first, Stalin demasked the revisionist manner of quoting 
and then the manner of misusing the term of "revisionism" (Stalin, 
Works, Volume 9, The Seventh Enlarged Plenum of the E.C.C.1., 
November 22-December 16, 1926): : 

"Zinoviev in the Role of a Schoolboy Quoting Marx, Engels, Lenin. 

| should like, further, to say a few words about Zinoviev's peculiar 
manner of quoting the Marxist classics. The characteristic feature of 
this manner of Zinoviev's is that he mixes up all periods and dates, 
piles them into one heap, severs individual propositions and formulas 
of Marx and Engels from their living connection with reality, converts 
them into worn-out dogmas, and thus violates the fundamental precept 
of Marx and Engels that "Marxism is not a dogma, but a guide to 
action." 

You see that Zinoviev quotes Marx like a schoolboy, ignoring Marx's 
standpoint and seizing upon individual quotations from Marx, which he 
applies not as a Marxist, but as a Social-Democrat. 

What does the revisionist manner of quoting Marx consist in? The 
revisionist manner of quoting Marx consists in replacing Marx's 
standpoint by quotations from individual propositions of Marx, taken 
out of connection with the concrete conditions of a specific epoch. 
What does the Zinoviev manner of quoting Marx consist in? The 
Zinoviev manner of quoting Marx consists in replacing Marx's 
standpoint by the letter of the text, by quotations from Marx, severed 
from their living connection with the conditions of development of the 
eighteen-fifties and converted into a dogma. 

The matter concerns quotations from Lenin's works. To what pains did 
Zinoviev not go to scrape together a pile of quotations from the works 
of Lenin and to "stagger" his hearers. Zinoviev evidently thinks that the 
more quotations the better, without caring very much what the 
quotations say and what inferences are to be drawn from them. 

The question arises: Why did Zinoviev need quotations like these? 
Evidently, in order to "stagger" his hearers with a pile of quotations, 
and to muddy the water. (Laughter.) 

But it is now clear, | think, that Zinoviev did not achieve his purpose, 
that his more than comic manner of quoting the Marxist classics has 
tripped him up in the most unequivocal fashion. 

Revisionism According to Zinoviev 

Lastly, a few words on Zinoviev's interpretation of the concept 
"revisionism." According to Zinoviev, any improvement, any refinement 
of old formulas or individual propositions of Marx or Engels, and still 
more their replacement by other formulas corresponding to new 
conditions, is revisionism. Why, one asks? Is not Marxism a science, 
and does not science develop, becoming enriched by new experience 
and improving old formulas? The reason, it appears, is that "revision" 
means "reconsidering," and old formulas cannot be improved or made 
more precise without to some extent reconsidering them, and, 


consequently, every refinement and improvement of old formulas, 
every enrichment of Marxism by new experience and new formulas is 
revisionism. All this, of course, is comical. But what can you do with 
Zinoviev, when he puts himself in a comical position and at the same 
time imagines he is fighting revisionism? 

It thus follows that we have a new, Zinoviev criterion of revisionism, 
one which dooms Marxist thought to complete stagnation for fear of 
being accused of revisionism. 

If, for example, in the middle of the last century Marx said that when 
capitalism was on the upgrade the victory of socialism within national 
boundaries was impossible, and Lenin in the fifteenth year of the 
twentieth century said that when the development of capitalism was on 
the downgrade, when capitalism was moribund, such a victory was 
possible, it follows that Lenin was guilty of revisionism in relation to 
Marx. 

If, for example, Engels and Marx defined the Paris Commune as a 
dictatorship of the proletariat, which, as we know, was led by two 
parties, neither of which was a Marxist party, and Lenin, in view of the 
new experience of the class struggle under the conditions of 
imperialism, later said that any developed dictatorship of the proletariat 
could be realised only under the leadership of one party, the Marxist 
party, it follows that Lenin was obviously guilty of "revisionism" in 
relation to Marx and Engels. 

It thus follows from what Zinoviev says that Marxism must not enrich 
itself by new experience, and that any improvement of individual 
propositions and formulas of any of the Marxist classics is revisionism. 
What is Marxism? Marxism is a science. Can Marxism persist and 
develop as a science if it is not enriched by the new experience of the 
class struggle of the proletariat, if it does not digest this experience 
from the standpoint of Marxism, from the point of view of the Marxist 
method? Clearly, it cannot. 

After this, is it not obvious that Marxism requires that old formulas 
should be improved and enriched in conformity with new experience, 
while retaining the standpoint of Marxism and its method, but that 
Zino-viev does the opposite, retaining the letter and substituting the 
letter of individual Marxist propositions for the Marxist standpoint and 
method? 

What can there be in common between real Marxism and the practice 
of replacing the basic line of Marxism by the letter of individual 
formulas and quotations from individual propositions of Marxism? 
Can there be any doubt that this is not Marxism, but a travesty of 
Marxism? 

It was "Marxists" like Zinoviev that Marx and Engels had in mind when 
they said: "Our theory is not a dogma, but a guide to action." 
Zinoviev's trouble is that he does not understand the meaning and 
importance of those words of Marx and Engels." 

Those who accuse us to be "revisionists", because we Stalinist- 
Hoxhaist have "the audacity" to revise the ideas of the 5 Classics of 
Marxism-Leninism for the adaption to conditions of globalized 
imperialism, hide their revsionism behind alleged "anti-revisionism". 
We Stalinist-Hoxhaists call those elements neo-revisionists, and thus 
prestidigitators who hide behind the mask of the "5 Classics of 


Marxism-Leninism". 

We can not march forward without revolutionizing the proletarian 
ideology, just because the revisionists could take advantage of this for 
their devious purposes! Anyone who tries to prevent us communists to 
develop further the Marxist-Leninist theory, and anyone who tries to 
prevent us to develop further Stalinism-Hoxhaism, does not at all 
protect us from influence of the revisionists. In the contrary. Such 
people play into the hands of the revisionists and facilitate their 
subversion. The formula: "A conserved Marxism-Leninism is better 
than nothing" is not only stupid and dogmatic but also a declaration of 
surrender against the bourgeoisie and its revisionist lackeys. This 
formula is not a bit better than the revisionist formula of bourgeois 
revision of Marxism-Leninism. In the result, they are both formulas of 
liquidation. 

The danger of right opportunism was more and more underestimated. 
In the 40's this fear in the Soviet Union, to avoid mistakes in the 
revision of Marxism-Leninism, was widespread among the Marxist- 
Leninist philosophers. Therefore, many of them renounced publishing 
their theoretical contributions. There was expression of a sneaking 
influence of revisionist elements in the Soviet Union. These elements 
prefered to rest on their laurels (philosophical dignitaries). They had no 
interest in the arduous path of the further development of Marxism- 
Leninism, and particularly, not in the further development of anti- 
revisionist criticism. The discussion at the philosophical front of class 
struggle was again intensified when Stalin had energetically 
intervened by means of his scientific writings. The theoretical work 
was extremely lagging behind the practical construction of socialism. If 
we consider it necessary to combat revisionism by means of studying 
dialectical logic, then we must critically note that, at that time, there 
were textbooks of formal (elementary) logic in popular education. But 
why not textbooks on dialectics? The anti-revisionist struggle can only 
be successful by means of applying the dialectical logic. If we have to 
answer the question why revisionism in the Soviet Union could come 
to power, so the reason is, not least, this: the anti-revisionist fight had 
not been carried consistently enough into the masses, and was 
therefore not sufficiently supported by the masses. Not least, the 
revolutionary masses decide on the denouement of the anti-revisionist 
struggle. 


Neo-Revisionists - following in the footsteps of 
Kautsky and Bernstein 


Two of the best known revisionists, traitors to the workers, traitors to 
Marxism, were the two renegades Bernstein (1850-1932) and Kautsky 
(1854-1938). It is noteworthy that Kautsky was one of those who 
initially combated the revisionist Bernsteinism, however, who later 
returned to Bernstein. 

"Kautsky has far excelled Bernstein" (Lenin, Volume 28, page 232, 
English edition) 

"The renegade Bernstein has proved to be a mere puppy compared 
with the renegade Kautsky." (Lenin, Volume 28, page 242, English 


edition) 

We point out that the modern revisionists had stepped in their 
footsteps and that they had restored capitalism to the greatest extent 
by means of the theoretical foundations of Bernstein and Kautsky. 
Kautsky and Bernstein have shaped the international character of 
revisionism, and still have influence on the revisionist movement in the 
world. The harmful influence of Kautsky and Bernstein must be further 
combated today and in future, too. It is therefore essential to study the 
criticism of the 5 Classics at both these founding fathers of modern 
revisionism. These old revisionist ideas run like a red thread through 
the entire history of revisionism. Neo-revisionism is "old wine in new 
bottles." 

Coming from Kautskyism and going to Neo-Kautskyism = criticism on 
Kautsky in words however, in deeds, to return to the roots of 
Kautskyism and to apply it for today's world. Kautskyism was 
especially the centrist current in the II. International, an internationally 
wide spread anti-Bolshevist line in the questions of war and peace, in 
the national and colonial question, the question of imperialism (theory 
of "ultra-imperialism") , particularly on the question of socialist 
revolution (hostile behavior to the October Revolution and 
Bolshevism), in the question of the state and the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, but also in other issues such as the question of bourgeois 
democracy (parliamentary subservience towards the bourgeoisie), the 
Economics (economism and anti-Marxist "theory of productive forces", 
etc., etc.. In this training text, the task of a comprehensive Marxist- 
Leninist criticism on Kautskyism can not be satisfied, because that 
would go beyond the scope. In this respect, we refer to the study of 
the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism, and in particular to Lenin and 
Stalin. Here we like only to highlight the distinction between Marxist 
revision and revisionist "revision" of Marxism. This was applicable to 
Kautsky, thus to one and the same person. Kautsky, the Marxist - 
Kautsky the renegade. In the following quote, which was written at the 
end of the 19th century, Kautsky had defended Marx and Engels 
against revisionism. Lenin quoted Kautsky (Volume 4, Once More on 
the Theory of Realisation ; March 1899): 

"We would point out, incidentally, the following interesting statement 
made by Kautsky in the introduction to his excellent book: 'f | have 
succeeded in developing new and fruitful ideas in this work | am 
grateful, first and foremost, to my two great teachers for this; | stress 
this the more readily since there have been, for some time, voices 
heard even in our circles that declare the viewpoint of Marx and 
Engels to be obsolete.... In my opinion this scepticism depends more 
on the personal peculiarities of the sceptics than on the qualities of the 
disputed theory. | draw this conclusion, not only from the results 
obtained by analysing the sceptics’ objections, but also on the basis of 
my own personal experience. At the beginning of my ... activities | did 
not sympathise with Marxism at all. | approached it quite as critically 
and with as much mistrust as any of those who now look down with an 
air of superiority on my dogmatic fanaticism. | became a Marxist only 
after a certain amount of resistance. But then, and later, whenever | 
had doubts regarding any question of principle, | always came to the 
ultimate conclusion that it was | who was wrong and not my teachers. 


A more profound study of the subject compelled me to admit the 
correctness of their viewpoint. Every new study of the subject, 
therefore, every at tempt to re-examine my views served to strengthen 
my conviction to strengthen in me my recognition of the theory, the 
dissemination and application of which | have made the aim of my 
life.”” — Lenin 

Kautsky was a Marxist, a good Marxist theoreticians, so that Lenin 
defended him against the revisionists in Russia. 

Lenin denounced the renegade Kautsky, his betrayal at Marxism, and 
demasked the bourgeois character of Kautskyism. 

Thus Lenin created the theoretical preconditions for the Comintern as 
a revolutionary party of the internationalist proletarians in all countries 
of the world. Lenin's unmasking of the Kautskyism was a victory of 
world Bolshevism and a defeat of the influence of the world 
bourgeoisie on the world proletariat. 

In Russia there was a similar example of renegacy - Plekhanov. 
Plekhanov was the first in Russia who defended Marxism against 
Russian revisionism, but then he turned into the counter-revolutionary 
camp and opposed Lenin, who was once one of his closest comrades. 
The most dangerous revisionists came so - as you can see - not 
directly from the bourgeois camp, but from the marxist camp. Once 
they were Marxist leaders, not least in the fight against revisionism. 
The bourgeoisie, herself, is unable to recruit revisionist leaders out of 
her own bourgeois camp. The bourgeoisie has always recruited her 
top revisionist agents out of the communist camp and its communist 
organisations, such as the Komintern, the CPSU (B) and other 
communist parties, even out of the anti-revisionist PLA. 

Lenin wrote: 

"How can we explain the outrageous distortion of Marxism? After all, 
Kautsky was a skilled Marxist. If we are speaking of the philosophical 
foundations of the phenomenon, then the matter results in interchange 
of the dialectic into eclecticism and sophistry. Kautsky is a great 
master of such a false attribution. If speaking practically politically, this 
is nothing but servility towards the opportunists, i.e. ultimately towards 
the bourgeoisie "(Lenin, Selected Works in 2 volumes, Volume II, 
Moscow 1947: 415-416). 

Throughout the history of revisionism, always those revisionist leaders 
became most dangerous, who came from the anti-revisionist camp of 
communism. Unfortunately, Kautsky's prophecy became true, as can 
be reread in his letter of the year 1934: "My time will come again. Of 
this, | am firmly convinced". No sooner than Kautsky's coffin was 
covered with soil, the modern revisionists have opened again the 
coffin lid. They used the theories of Kautsky for their seizing power (of 
course, hidden under the cloak of Marxist-Leninist phraseology). The 
first ones - like Bukharin - who opened the coffin lid of Kautsky too 
early (namely in life time of Stalin !), suffered a heavy defeat and paid 
their betrayal with their life. This did change not until they had 
murdered Stalin. 

Since the bourgeois camp is far from uniform, there are 
correspondingly different currents. In the bourgeois camp there are 
forces that do not trust even the worst renegades. This is true not only 
as to the open reactionary forces, but also to the reformist social 


democracy. 

But the revisionist agency of the bourgeoisie has to act in secret. So 
the open anti-Marxist reformists lead a sham "fight against" the 
capped anti-Marxism of the revisionists. But only on the face of it. 
Reformists and revisionists work always hand in hand against the 
communists. Officially, the reformists always combat the revisionists as 
alleged "communists". But in essence, there are two concerted 
movements and tactics of the bourgeoisie within the communist and 
workers' movement. Enver Hoxha teaches: 

"Revisionism and social-democracy are two manifestations of the 
same bourgeois ideology: the former in the communist movement, and 
the latter in the workers' movement. Their common ideological basis 
and common political aims are what bring revisionism and social- 
democracy together, unite them and fuse them into a single anti- 
Marxist, anti-socialist, counterrevolutionary trend." (Enver Hoxha, 
report to the 5th Congress of the PLA, 1966) 

We Stalinist-Hoxhaists demask the neo-revisionists exclusively by 
means of the position of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism. 
Allegedly, other forces also "attack" the neo-revisionists, but not for the 
reason of defending the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism. In the 
contrary. The bourgeoisie sells her sham fight against the neo- 
revisionists as a fight against alleged "Stalinist-Hoxhaists" (!). Of 
course, the bourgeoisie knows very well the insurmountable difference 
between the neo-revisionists and us Stalinist-Hoxhaists. However, the 
bourgeoisie is forced to blur this difference, namely as a shield in the 
interest of her own protection. Otherwise the ploy would fail, namely to 
"accuse" us Stalinist-Hoxhaists as "charlatans", "sectarians" and " 
dogmatists" etc. In essence, this is nothing other than the continuation 
of the old sham battle between social democracy and modern 
revisionism. In this way the neo-revisionists are used as centrist 
catalysts to adapt the Stalinist-Hoxhaist ideology to the revisionist 
ideology. Centrism was and still is in the service of the bourgeoisie for 
the purpose of class reconciliation. This pertains also to Kautsky. 

The ideology of Kautsky served the bourgeoisie as a distorted image 
of a "center of Marxism". In order to give the necessary credibility to 
this alleged "center of Marxism", it should mock an alleged struggle 
against the rightists (against the open Social Democrats) and to the 
left, ie against the alleged "dogmatists", "sectarians", "extreme left- 
wingers", etc. . (meant were the Bolsheviks !!). The Comintern (SH) is 
the center of the Stalinist-Hoxhaist World Movement. The bourgeoisie 
tries to discredit us by means of the construction of her own neo- 
revisionist "centers" from where she can better attack us. The usage of 
such pseudo-centers was already successful in the struggle against 
Bolshevism in the time of the renegade Kautsky. 

One of the most iconic and treacherous Russian centrists was Trotsky. 
And after the centrist model also the revisionist China was established 
under the leadership of Mao Tsetung. Mao was a typical centrist who 
knew the "ping-pong" game between the right and "left" camp, namely 
so perfectly, that a Bolshevik Party never existed in China, and 
therefore also no socialism. 

"Stop thief!" This is an old tactical feint of the bourgeoisie, perfectly 
used not only from the Nazi-fascists but also from the revisionists. The 


class enemy "demasks" own agencies within the revolutionary 
movement (only for the sake of appearance), with the intention to 
make us believe that they would be trustworthy. "Stop thief!" This 
pertains also to the mock fight of bourgeois agencies "against" 
revisionists. 

As Maoism arose, the bourgeoisie labelled us Marxist-Leninists as 
"Maoists". With other words: the bourgeoisie imputed us with "left- 
wing-sectarian" positions, namely in contrast to the "orthodox Marxist- 
Leninists" ( this was the synonym for the international center of the 
Soviet revisionists). Though we Marxist-Leninists had been the only 
genuine orthodox communists, the bourgeoisie disqualified us as 
"New Left", "Left-Wing Extremist groups", left "terrorist groups" etc. We 
were treated by the bourgeoisie, as if we would misuse Marxism- 
Leninism as a cloak of invisibility, in order to justify our so called "left- 
terrorism". The bourgeoisie had centers of modern revisionism to her 
disposal, to deplore our alleged "readiness for violence". The modern 
revisionists misrepresented us as some kind of "foreign body" within 
the labor movement (as if we would misuse the workers for "our" 
revolution), while the modern revisionists were allowed to play the role 
of "guardian" of Marxism-Leninism. This was the situation in the 
beginning of our struggle against the modern revisionists. 

After the break with China the bourgeoisie berated us Marxist- 
Leninists as " friendly groups of Albania", as "Hoxhaists" as 
"Stalinists". Thank you for this great honor, dear Sirs ! Indeed, we bear 
the name "Stalinist-Hoxhaists" with pride. In the revolutionary 
movement we are meanwhile respected as the true and principled 
Communists. After the Albanian revisionists had shattered socialist 
Albania with the help of the capitalist-revisionist encirclement, and 
after the split or dissolution of the formerly "Albania-friendly parties" 
(ie, the only truly Marxist-Leninist parties), the new neo-revisionist 
groupings appeared as the remained followers (renegades!). The 
bourgeoisie raised the ICMLPO falsely onto the stage as the so called 
"center of the former Hoxhaist parties" because the ICMLPO is 
needed in the struggle against the Comintern (SH). In truth, the only 
surviving Hoxhaist party was nobody else than the German KPD / ML 
[later the germ cell of the Comintern (SH)]. The bourgeoisie 
maintained silence on us (not to upvalue us unnecessarily). Now the 
bourgeoisie turned the tables and needs us for playing the role of an 
alleged "splitting off" the neo-revisionist movement (!). The opposite is 
true ! It was the neo-revisionists, who broke away from the Marxist- 
Leninist World Movement of Enver Hoxha (especially the ICMLPO 

[ "Unity and Struggle"], namely the signatories of the neo-revisionist 
Quito Declaration of 1994). The bourgeoisie has labelled the ICMLPO 
as the only "representatives of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement of 
Comrade Enver Hoxha" - for the purpose of leading astray the world 
proletariat, and in any case, to keep the workers away from the 
Comintern (SH). Fragmentation of the revolutionary movement, this 
was always the bourgeois tactic of class struggle against the working 
class, alienation of the working class against its own ideology, 
alienation against its own revolutionary class organizations, and 
simultaneously replace them by revisionist wildcards and substitutes. 
The bourgeoisie can splinter and weaken the movement. But she can 


not prevent the formation of a hard core of true revolutionaries who 
overcome the fragmentation within the revolutionary world movement. 
The stronger the forces of organizational splitting and ideological 
confusion are, all the stronger will be the forces of ideological clarity 
and organizational unity. The bourgeoisie can not prevent the growth 
of the revolutionary forces. This incontrovertible law also acts between 
the revisionist forces and the revolutionary counter-forces. The 
bourgeoisie supports and creates thousands of organizations, only to 
make it almost impossible for the working class to find the right way to 
the right revolutionary organisation. This globalized chaos within 
today's revolutionary world movement has a system characteristic. It is 
organizational expression of the bourgeois struggle against the world 
proletariat and against its globalized organizing. A Gordian knot can 
much easier be cut through, than such an entangled ball of wool, with 
its thousands of threads. Every "red" thread leads to the bourgeoisie, 
but with only one exception. It is the red thread which leads to the 
Comintern (SH) ! The bourgeoisie knows this special Stalinist-Hoxhaist 
thread very well. And the bourgeoisie knows also very well that it is 
impossible to prevent the world proletariat from finding and gripping 
this red thread, earlier or later. 

With her imperialist sophistry the bourgeoisie produces endlessly 
eclecticism and metaphysics in relation to revisionism, namely with the 
intention to dilute, distort and mutilate the proletarian ideology, beyond 
recognition. 

Even the further existence of revisionism and its further danger after 
the collapse of the revisionist countries has been denied ina 
scholastic manner. The struggle against revisionism is wall-mounted in 
a historical museum. 

A lot of anti-Marxist-Leninist "criticisms of revisionism" compete on the 
market of disorientation. There is a shambles. The Hoxhaist criticism 
on modern revisionism disappears behind a screen of fog and is 
scattered to the four winds. Both the theoretical and practical struggle 
against revisionism was liquidated. 

In words, the neo-revisionists do not dare to dispute the merits of 
Hoxhaist criticism at modern revisionism, however in deeds, they do 
nothing to support our daily Hoxhaist anti-revisionist struggle. Instead, 
the neo-revisionist support the revisionists in a bourgeois "people's 
front" against the revolutionary world proletariat, against the world 
socialist revolution, against Stalinism-Hoxhaism. In result, the neo- 
revisionists are lackeys and accomplices of the restoration of 
revisionism. 

It is dangerous to mix up the formailistic criticism of revisionism with 
the dialectical criticism of revisionism. This is a breeding ground for the 
replacement of dialectical criticism by a purely formalist criticism. This 
paves the theoretical way to eclecticism, and eclecticism determines 
already the practical movement of anti-revisionist struggle. There is 
only either the formalistic or the dialectical criticism of revisionism. 
Every centrist halfway house leads inevitably to the adaption of the 
dialectical critique to formalist critique of revisionism. Only the 
dialectical criticism of revisionism is able to show the way to the 
elimination of the inevitability of revisionism, while the formalist 
criticism of revisionism always ends in revisionism. The metaphysical 


absolutization of all boundaries and differences of modern revisionism, 
the sophistic blurring, and even lifting of all its borders and differences 
are basically the same thing. There was never more confusion about 
the struggle against revisionism than today. This is a global 
phenomenon and has system. 

The neo-revisionists vulgarize the struggle against revisionism. They 
shy away from the consequences of the struggle against revisionism, 
which is still the main danger in the revolutionary world movement. To 
combat revisionism, studying of books, alone, is not enough. We have 
to examine current revisionism from all sides and in all its contexts. 
We have to study the historical advanced development of modern 
revisionism under the present conditions. Without further development 
of the anti-revisionist theory there is no continuation of the anti- 
revisionist movement. We Stalinist-Hoxhaists must not only explain the 
significance of the main danger of revisionism. Moreover, we mobilize 
the world proletariat for the anti-revisionist struggle and we lead it in 
this fight. 

Without exception, the current revisionist parties and organizations 
around the world conceal their dark past. They all have once 
welcomed the crimes of the former leaders of modern revisionism, and 
moreover, they themselves have implemented these crimes in practice 
- against us revolutionaries, against the revolutionary working class 
against the socialist revolution !! We will never forget this dark past of 
the current revisionists! We are the victims of their old crimes, and we 
will not keep this historical truth for ourselves. We condemn this whole 
hypocrisy of today's revisionist parties. No amnesty for their old crimes 
against us, against the world proletariat, against the socialist world 
revolution! We will never let a single revisionist off the hook. And no 
revisionist organisation cheats us and escapes from us, neither in the 
past and present, nor in the future! 

"An eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth" !! We follow this legendary 
anti-revisionist slogan of comrade Enver Hoxha with all our might ! 
Today, even the worst revisionists call themselves unabashedly "anti- 
revisionists". Today, it seems that only the good "anti-revisionists" have 
remained. The revisionists seem to have "died out". Nobody likes it to 
be accused as a "revisionist". But once we have exposed these fine, 
subtle "anti-revisionists", once we have called them by their names, 
then they begin to blindly lash about, especially if their conciliatory 
appeasement have not the desired effect on us. In sheer desperation 
they practice "self-criticism". But the revisionists have no so-called 
"self-healing" forces at their disposal for pulling themselves up by their 
own bootstraps. Revisionists can not phoenix-like leave the ashes of 
revisionism. Revisionists cannot purify themselves and change 
themselves into proper Marxist-Leninists. All our experiences with the 
so called "self-criticism" of revisionists teach us to be vigilant and to 
reinforce our struggle against the revisionists. Some brazen 
revisionists even claim they would "never" have been revisionists. This 
would be only defamation of some "dogmatists" and "sectarians". 
Other revisionist "comrades" (allegedly "insightful") take our hands for 
the purpose of pulling us into the revisionist marsh. Of course there 
are honest people who actually confess their mistakes self-critically. 
We give them comradely our hand and help them to separate from 


their revisionist leaders! If we do not give our hand to them, then we 
would compel them back into the arms of the revisionist leaders. 

But beware ! It involves only rare exceptions. Mostly our trust will be 
abused. Revisionist spies try to penetrate into our ranks for the 
purpose to harm us from within. 

The subjectively application of the elasticity of the term revisionism, 
allows it to today's revisionists to manipulate the whole concept of 
revisionism. The truth about modern revisionism is covered with lies. 
The revisionist perpetrators slip into the role of the victims, etc., etc. .. 
The true story of modern revisionism is disfigured. The old revisionism 
survives under the cloak of "anti-revisionism". The interchange of 
these terms, these unprincipled interchangeability of Marxist-Leninist 
terms, in general, is widely disseminated. The disguise and distortion 
of the anti-revisionist principles of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism 
- that is everything what has remained of our anti-revisionist struggle, 
today. This spreading of the virus of the subjectivist arbitrariness 
allows it that the new revisionists can deny the necessity to continue 
the struggle against revisionism. In so far, they are responsible for the 
rebirth of revisionism. It is most unwarrantable to underestimate the 
actual growing danger of revisionism. Some day it will be too late, and 
the revisionists shall regain their power. We may give the revisionists 
no respite. We must never give up our fight against them. For the 
world proletariat, the threat of global propagation of revisionism is 
many times over greater than in any individual country in the world. 
The proletariat of a country is no longer only faced by the revisionists 
in their own country. The working class of today is confronted with 
globalized revisionism, namely with all its international variations and 
currents. To cope with this danger, the workers of the world need a 
new globalized tactics and new globalized forms of the anti-revisionist 
struggle. 

The world proletariat can not defeat revisionism without the 
Communist International which leads the anti-revisionist struggle, 
namely globally centralized. 

The tactics of the bourgeoisie consisted in her denial of the 
antagonistic contradictions between revisionism and Marxism- 
Leninism (between the bourgeois and proletarian ideology). The 
bourgeoisie is an arrant liar if she claims that revisionism is something 
which belongs allegedly to communism and not to capitalism. 
Revisionism is the "red" mask of the bourgeois ideology within the 
movement of the workers, and by no means caused by some kind of 
war of opinions among communists. In this way the bourgeoisie puts 
the blame on us communists and our communist ideology, namely the 
responsibility for all those crimes that her revisionist lackeys have 
committed by order of the bourgeoisie ! The revisionism is the source 
of anti-communism! 

The bourgeoisie destroyed the socialism, and not communists ! 
Allegedly, socialism was destroyed by "itself" because it would be 
"inoperable " (without the bourgeoisie! That's understood!). The 
contray is the truth: socialism functions only without the bourgeoisie 
and not with the bourgeoisie! It was the modern revisionists, ie their 
own bourgeois foster children and lackeys. It was they who restored 
capitalism on behalf of the bourgeoisie. Before the modern revisionist 


had seized power, socialism functioned far better than capitalism ! As 
long as the bourgeoisie is in power, she determines what the 
oppressed and exploited classes have to believe and not to believe. 
The bourgeoisie determines what is "best" for them. The oppressed 
and exploited have to stay within the limits of capitalism and to stay at 
arm's length from communism. The dilemma of the bourgeoisie, 
however, is that her deeds are in contrast to her "social image". She 
gets rich by pure exploitation and suppression of the workers ! This 
contradiction grows, day after day, and the bourgeoisie, herself, 
nourishes more and more doubts in the minds of the workers. And the 
workers will more and more trust in us communists who keep their 
word! Therefore we must open the workers’ eyes, namely that the 
revisionists have betrayed the working class on behalf of the 
bourgeoisie. We must say to the workers that the entire anti- 
communism, inclusively the revisionist lies, is only an instrument of the 
rule of the exploiters and oppressors. The bourgeois revision of the 
proletarian ideology to the purpose of its liquidation. That is 
revisionism which paves the way to the blackest reaction. 

Our proletarian ideology is something of which we Stalinists-Hoxhaists 
are always guided. And it is the revisionists who try to hinder us at it. 
The revision of Marxism was needed by the bourgeoisie during the 
whole history of her anti-communism. The bourgeoisie takes her 
space and time within the Communist camp which she needs, to 
spread her bourgeois ideology from there. The bourgeoisie must 
intrude into the Communist camp, before she can oust the communist 
ideology. As soon as the bourgeoisie has occupied her dominant 
position within the Communist camp, she carries - from there - her 
masked bourgeois ideas into the working class, into the oppressed 
and exploited masses. This is the prefered tactics of the bourgeoisie to 
deceive the toiling masses. 

There are Marxist-Leninist guidelines that were under the old terms 
admittedly correct, but they prove to be no longer suitable in the new 
conditions. Therefore it is better to corrected them within decent time. 
We Stalinist-Leninist abide by it - but the revisionists, they do not do it. 
The proletarian ideology - as we have already pointed out - is a 
vibrant, creative, constantly self-criticizing and renewing ideology. 
Revisionism, however, is a dead, ossified, reactionary, bourgeois 
ideology. Revisionism proclaims the deviations from Marxism-Leninism 
as a kind of "creative development of Marxism-Leninism", while 
Marxism-Leninism is dismissed as a "dogma", as something 
"antiquated", "survived", "ossified" etc. Revisionism is bourgeoisified, 
decaying, dying, parasitic "Marxism-Leninism", which ends where it 
belongs, on history's midden heap. 

One has to move with the times, and part with outdated principles. But 
one must not jettison one's own pillars of principles, or even abandon 
the own ideology. Adaption to new conditions is indispensable, but if 
this adaption is a pretext for its replacement by bourgeois ideas, then 
we Call it bourgeois revision. Revisionism is an unprincipled revision of 
the proletarian ideology. 

While the open revisionists try to exchange dialectics with sophism 
and eclecticism, the capped revisionists try to pass off the sophism as 
"dialectics" - in order to smuggle in revisionism through the back door. 


"The sophism of idealist philosophy consists in the fact that it regards 
sensation as being not the connection between consciousness and the 
external world, but a fence, a wall, separating consciousness from the 
external world—not an image of the external phenomenon 
corresponding to the sensation, but as the 'sole entity’.” (Lenin, 
Volume 14, page 41) 

Lenin described it as a sophistic tactics of Menshevist politicians, if the 
proletarians should follow blindly obviously false arguments, or are 
even forced to follow false arguments. No Sophist of the world will 
prevent the world proletariat from questioning all arguments critically, 
and to make independently own sovereign decisions. Nobody can stop 
the world proletariat from following the revolutionary path. The world 
proletariat will criticize all revisionist arguments, even then, if the neo- 
revisionists sell their arguments as alleged "Stalinist-Hoxhaist" 
arguments. 

Today, it is the task of the Stalinist-Hoxhaists to demask the 
reactionary character of neo-revisionism which is hidden behind and 
justified by the lessons of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism. 

The revisionists deny the unity and struggle of opposites by means of 
absolutizing the unity. They separate the contradictions within the 
society from the class struggle and thus deny the class struggle 
(notably in socialist society). 

Especially the modern revisionists had forced the proletariat to recant 
Stalinism ( namely in Stalin's lifetime and especially shortly after his 
death), hidden behind the lie that this or that decision would be 
allegedly the "will of Stalin", or would correspond with the "will of 
Stalin". The revisionists instrumentalized the confidence of the masses 
in Stalin for their betrayal at the masses. Any criticism at the modern 
revisionists was beaten by them to death, namely by means of this 
perfidious "will of Stalin". Without these intentions to defraud, the 
restoration of capitalism would have been totally impossible. All those 
who dared to question these revisionist lies, who criticized these lies 
as a betrayal of Stalin, were fought as alleged "anti-Stalinists". "With 
Stalin" in words and against Stalin indeeds. With Stalin = "anti- 
Stalinist". That was the guiding anti-Stalinist principle of the modern 
revisionists. The cult of personality is a product of the bourgeoisie and 
their revisionist lackeys, and this contradicts completely the proletarian 
ideology. The cult of personality was a pretext and justification of the 
revisionist counter-revolution. 

» 1} he question of the fight against Stalin's cult has been used by N. 
Khrushchev to uncrown Leninism, to prepare the ground to revise 
Marxism-Leninism and spread his opportunist views in the most 
important questions of the present-day world development and the 
international communist movement. (ENVER HOXHA) 

And today? In a virtual world, in the social network, it is very easy for 
the bourgeoisie and her neo-revisionist lackeys to produce two, three 
or ten "copies" of the Comintern (SH). This is for the purpose to 
mislead the people, to commit crimes, and to bear witness "in the 
name" of the Comintern (SH). Anyone, anywhere and at any time, my 
name "Wolfgang Eggers" can be impersonated, can be dragged in the 
mud and publicly discredited. Today, everybody knows the meaning of 
the term "bullying". "Catfishing" is a growing trend in cyberbullying. But 


people who are conscious about these cybercrimes and who suffer 
themselves under this perfidious manipulation, are learning always 
better to critically distinguish right from wrong. Internet scammers 
fabricate fake online identities and entire social circles to trick people 
into anti-communism which they disguise in a "communist" cloak. This 
is a pure act of virtual social-fascism. Those who perpetrate anti- 
communist crimes with the sword of the public, will be convicted by the 
sword of the public. Truth remains truth. The masses cannot be 
deceived for all eternity. An individual is powerlessly exposed to this 
sneaky kind of terrorization. But the masses are not powerless if they 
seize their revolutionary power, organized and unitedRevisionism is 
vincible because the truth is invincible. 

The search for truth, the struggle for truth - this is the only way out of 
this disingenuous world of anti-communism, in general, and 
revisionism in particular. Communism serves to the exploited and 
oppressed. Revisionism serves to the exploiters and oppressors. In 
capitalist class society, revisionism (=deception of the masses "in the 
name" of communism) is inevitable. Bullying is inevitably, as long as 
the power of the bourgeoisie remains untouched. The whole power of 
the exploiters and oppressors is based on nothing else but 
manipulation, lies and deception. With the world socialist revolution the 
world proletariat will crush this power and put an end to this capitalist 
masquerade. There is nobody but us Communists, who show the only 
way out towards liberation from capitalism, who organize the world- 
revolutionary path against world capitalism, and who release mankind 
from the burden of being split in hostile classes. 

Negation of Marxism-Leninism is the objective which capitalism and 
imperialism have always wanted and want to achieve. In this direction 
modern revisionism is helping them with all its means and ways, open 
and disguised, with all kinds of pseudo-scientific philosophical theories 
and slogans." (Enver Hoxha: "Euro-'Communism' is anti-Communism"; 
Chapter: From Revisionist Opportunism to Bourgeois Anti- 
Communism) 

The revisionists took advantage of the dialectical method of negation 
of the negation, namely for the purpose of perfecting the deception. All 
"theories" which have already successfully been disproved by the 
Marxist-Leninists, are rehashed and cloaked in a new "Stalinist- 
Hoxhaist" appearance. The neo-revisionism is the product of the 
modernization of the old revisionist ideas. So, this was principally also 
the concept of modern revisionism related to revive the theses of the 
former revisionists and reformists (Kautskysm etc.) under a new "red" 
cloak. 

What is the revisionist betrayal of the materialist theory of knowledge? 


The socialist idea does not describe a line, but a curve of a series of 
circles, a spiral which approaches infinity. Each fragment, particle, 
piece of this curve can be transformed into revisionist direction, into an 
independent, full, straight line, which then leads into the quagmire of 
revisionism. Straightness and one-sidedness, rigidity and ossification 
on the one hand, and subjectivism, indifference and relativism on the 
other side - voila the epistemological roots of revisionism. 

Revisionism is adaptation to the bourgeois "criticism" of the philosophy 


of dialectical materialism. Marxism was characterized by turning 
upside down the bourgeois ideology, by anchorage of the dialectical 
method on the ground of materialism, by purifying it from idealistic 
content. And how is revisionism characterized philosophically ? 
Revisionism restored the bourgeois philosophy, namely on the formal 
ground of the proletarian ideology. Revisionism is characterized by 
turning the proletarian ideology upside down, by anchorage of the 
dialectical method on the ground of idealism, by purifying it from its 
materialist content. Revisionism is in philosophical sense, the 
restoration of idealism in the service of the restoration of capitalism. 
With the restoration of idealism the revisionists tried to sound the 
death knell for the dialectical materialism. 

Marxism sounded the death knell for all motley, strident forms of pre- 
Marxian socialism. Stalinism-Hoxhaism will sound the death knell for 
today's variegated eclecticism, namely in the service of the restoration 
of socialism (world socialism). 

"The revisionists have replaced materialism through idealism, and 
replaced dialectics through metaphysics. They appropriated the 
reactionary philosophy of pragmatism" (Enver Hoxha, Report to the 
5th Congress of the PLA, page 231 German Edition). 

Pragmatism is not only an ideology of imperialism, but also an 
ideology of social imperialism (e.g. Chinese imperialism). 

To drive the revolutionary proletarian movement into the arms of world 
imperialism, the revisionists are forced to adapt the revolutionary 
theory to the bourgeois theory. The anchorage of the revisionist 
"theory" is thus pre-condition for the adaption of the world 
revolutionary movement to world imperialism. 


4. 
What is modern revisionism 


and how did it come up ? 


The very first mentioning of the term "modern revisionism" can be 
dated back to 1909, namely to find in Lenin's book "Materialism and 
Empirio-criticism" on page 330, Volume 14: 

"An ever subtler falsification of Marxism, an ever subtler presentation 
of anti-materialist doctrines under the guise of Marxism - this is the 
characteristic feature of modern revisionism in political economy, in 
questions of tactics and in philosophy generally, equally in 
epistemology and in sociology." 

We just need to transfer the term "Marxism" onto the term of 
"Marxism-Leninism" for characterizing the modern revisionism of the 
revisionists in power. This Leninist definition of modern revisionism is 
still valid today. Moreover: 

Deduced from this Leninist definition - what is then neo-revisionism ? 
An ever subtler falsification of Stalinism-Hoxhaism, an ever subtler 


presentation of anti-materialist doctrines under the guise of Stalinism- 
Hoxhaism - this is the characteristic feature of neo-revisionism in 
political world economy, in questios of the tactics of the socialist world 
revolution and philosophy generally, equally in epistemology an in 
sociology. 


Let's start this chapter with the words of Enver Hoxha, when modern 
revisionism had taken shape after the Second World War. 

(Excerpt of "Euro-Communism is Anti-Communism", chapter "Modern 
Revisionism in Power - a New Weapon of the Bourgeoisie against the 
Revolution and Socialism"): 

The first current which preceded the modern revisionism in power was 
Browderism. This current was born in the United States of America 
and took its name from the former general secretary of the Communist 
Party of the USA, Earl Browder. 

In 1944, when the victory of the peoples over fascism was clearly on 
the horizon, Browder came out publicly with a program which was 
reformist from start to finish. He was the first herald of that line of 
ideological and political capitulation which American imperialism was 
to strive to impose on the communist parties and the revolutionary 
movement. Under the pretext of the alleged change in the historical 
conditions of the development of capitalism and the international 
situation, Browder proclaimed Marxism-Leninism "out-dated", and 
called it a system of rigid dogmas and schemes. Browder advocated 
giving up the class struggle and called for class conciliation on a 
national and international scale. He thought that American capitalism 
was no longer reactionary, that it could cure the ills of bourgeois 
society, and could develop in democratic ways for the good of the 
working people. He no longer saw socialism as an ideal, as an 
objective to be achieved. American imperial ism with its strategy and 
policy had disappeared completely from his field of vision. For 
Browder, the big monopolies, the pillars of this imperialism, constituted 
a progressive force for the democratic, social and economic 
development of the country. Browder denied the class character of the 
capitalist state, and considered American society a unified and 
harmonious society, without social antagonisms, a society in which 
understanding and class co-operation prevailed. On the basis of these 
concepts Browder also denied the need for the existence of the 
revolutionary party of the working class. He became an initiator of the 
disbanding of the Communist Party of the United States of America in 
1944. 

[And we can add: Browder was a person of influence on Dimitrov. 
Browder was one of the most open representatives of the treacherous 
dissolution of the Comintern - Editor's note]. 

"The Communists," he wrote, "foresee that the practical political aims 
they hold will for a long time be in agreement on all essential points 
with the aims of a much larger body of non-Communists, and that, 
therefore, our political actions will be merged in such larger 
movements. The existence of a separate political party of 
Communists, therefore, no longer serves a practical purpose but can 
be, on the contrary, an obstacle to the larger unity. The Communists 
will, therefore, dissolve their separate political party, and find a new 


and different organizational form and name, corresponding more 
accurately to the tasks of the day and the political structure through 
which these tasks must be performed."*(E. Browder) 

Browder took the Conference of allied powers which was held in 
Teheran in 1943 as his starting point and justification for the 
formulation of his bourgeois liquidatory theory and made a completely 
distorted and anti-Marxist analysis and interpretation of the results of 
this conference. 

Browder presented the agreement of the anti-fascist allies to carry the 
war against Hitlerite Germany through to the end as the beginning of a 
new historical epoch, in which socialism and capitalism had found the 
way to co-operation within "one and the same world", as he expressed 
it. Browder presented it as a duty to ensure that the spirit of co- 
operation and peaceful coexistence between the allied powers, which 
emerged from Teheran, should be applied not only between the Soviet 
socialist state and those capitalist states, but also within the capitalist 
country in relations between antagonistic classes. "Class differences 
and political groups now no longer have any importance," said 
Browder. He considered the achievement of "national unity", without 
incidents and in an atmosphere of class peace, the sole objective 
which the communists, should set themselves, and he understood this 
national unity as a bloc uniting the groups of finance capital, the 
organizations of monopolists, the Republican and Democratic parties, 
and the communists and tradeunion movements, all of which, without 
exception, he considered "democratic and patriotic" forces. For the 
sake of this unity Browder declared that communists must be ready to 
sacrifice even their convictions, their ideology and special interests, 
that the American communists have applied this rule to themselves 
first of all. "The political aims which we hold with the majority of the 
Americans," says he, "we will attempt to advance through the existing 
party structure of our country, which in the main is that of the peculiarly 
American ‘two-party’ system".* (E.Browder) 

Confused by the relatively peaceful development of American 
capitalism following the well-known reforms which the American 
President Roosevelt undertook in order to emerge from the economic 
crisis at the beginning of the 30's, as well as by the rapid growth of 
production and employment during the war period, Browder drew the 
conclusion that American capitalism had allegedly been rejuvenated, 
that now it would develop without crises and would ensure the raising 
of the general well-being, etc. 

He considered the American economic system to be a system capable 
of resolving all the contradictions and problems of society and fulfilling 
all the demands of the masses. He equated communism with 
Americanism and declared that "communism is the Americanism of the 
20th century". According to Browder, all the developed capitalist 
countries could resolve every conflict and go gradually to socialism by 
using bourgeois democracy, for which American democracy had to be 
the model. Therefore, Browder considered that the task of American 
communists was to ensure the normal functioning of the capitalist 
regime, and declared openly that they were ready to co-operate to 
ensure the efficient functioning of the capitalist regime in the post-war 
period, in order to "ensure the greatest possible lightening of 


obligations which are a burden on the people". According to him, this 
lightening of burdens would be done by the "reasonable" American 
capitalists, to whom the communists must extend the hand of 
friendship. 

In conformity with his ultra-rightist concepts and submitting to the 
pressure of the bourgeoisie, after the disbanding of the Communist 
Party. in May 1944, Browder announced the creation, in place of the 
party, of a cultural and illuminist association called the "Communist 
Political Association", justifying this with the argument that the 
American tradition allegedly demanded the existence of only two 
parties. This association, organized as a network of clubs, was to 
engage mainly in "activity of political education on a national, regional 
and local plane". 

The Constitution of this association says: "The Communist Political 
Association is a nonparty organization of Americans which, basing 
itself upon the working class, carries forward the tradition of 
Washington, Jefferson Paine, Jackson and Lincoln under the changed 
conditions of modem industrial society," that this association 
"...upholds the Declaration of Independence, the United States 
Constitution and its Bill of Rights, and tile achievements of American 
democracy against all the enemies of popular liberties."* (The Path to 
Paece, Progress and prosperity, New York 1944 pp.47-48) Browder 
wiped out all the objectives of the communist movement. In the 
program of the Association there is, no mention of MarxismLeninism, 
the hegemony of the proletariat, the class struggle, the revolution or 
socialism. National, unity, social peace, defence of the bourgeois 
Constitution and the increase of the capitalist production became its 
only objectives. 

In this way, Browder went over from open revision of the fundamentals 
of Marxism-Leninism and the revolutionary strategy and tactics to the 
organizational liquidation of the communist movement in the United 
States of America. Although the party was re-formed at its 13th 
Congress in June 1945, and the opportunist line of Browder was 
formally rejected, his influence was never eliminated in the Commumst 
Party of the USA. Later, especially after 1956, the ideas, of Browder 
flourished again and John Hayes in an article entitled "The Time for 
Change Has Come", (Political Affairs, October 1956) once again 
demanded in the spirit of Browderism the turning of the Communist 
Party of the USA into a cultural and propaganda association. And in 
fact, that is what the Communist Party of the USA is today an 
organization in which the revisionism of Browder combined with that of 
Khrushchev prevails. 

With his revisionist concepts about the revolution and socialism, 
Browder gave world capitalism direct aid. According to Browder, 
socialism arises only from some great cataclysm, from some 
catastrophe, and not as an inevitable result of historical development. 
"We do not desire any catastrophe for America, even if such a thing 
would lead to socialism," he said. While presenting the prospect of the 
triumph of socialism as very remote, he advocated class collaboration 
in. American society and throughout the world. According to him, the 
only alternative was that of-' development by evolution, through 
reforms and with the aid of the United States of America. 


According to Browder, the United States of America, which possessed 
colossal economic power and great scientific-technical potential, had 
to. assist the peoples of the world, including the Soviet Union, for their 
"development". This "aid", said Browder, would help America maintain 
high rates of production after the war, ensure work for all, and 
preserve the national unity for many years. To this end, Browder 
advised the magnates of Washington that they should set up a "series 
of giant industrial development corporations for the various devastated 
and undeveloped regions of the world, Europe, Africa, Asia, Latin 
America.," *(The Path to Peace, Progress and Prosperity, new York 
1944, pp.21) "If we can face realities without flinching, and revive in 
modern terms the grand tradition of Jefferson, Paine, and Lincoln, then 
America can face the world united, assuming a leading part... in the 
salvation of mankind..."** (E.Browder, Theheran, Our Path in war and 
Peace, New York 1944 p.128) In this way, Browder became the 
spokesman and propagandist of the grand strategy of American 
imperialism, and its expansionist neo-colonialist theories and plans. 
Browderism directly assisted the -Marshall Plan- through which the 
United States of America aimed to establish its economic hegemony in 
the different war-devastated countries of Europe, Asia, Africa, etc. 
Browder advocated that the ,countries of the world, and especially the 
countries of people's democracy and the Soviet Union, ought to soften 
their Marxist-Leninist policy and accept the -"altruistic" aid of the 
United States of America, which, according to him, has a colossal 
economy and huge surpluses which can and should serve all 
peoples(!). 

Browder tried to present his anti-Marxist and counterrevolutionary 
views as the general line of the international communist movement. 
Under the pretext of the creative development of Marxism and the 
struggle against dogmatism, he, like all the earlier revisionists, tried to 
argue that the new epoch after the Second World War required a 
communist movement which would reexamine its former ideological 
convictions and relinquish its old "formulas and prejudices", which, 
according to him, "cannot help us at all to find our way in the new 
world". This was a call for rejection of the principles of Marxism- 
Lemnism. 

Browder's views encountered the opposition of the communist parties 
of several countries, as well as of the revolutionary American 
communists themselves. Browderism was exposed relatively quickly 
as undisguised revisionism, as an openly liquidationist current, as a 
direct ideological agency of American imperialism. 

Browderism did great damage to the communist and workers’ 
movement of the United States of America and some Latin-American 
countries. Upsets and splits occurred in some of the old communist 
parties of Latin America, and these had their source in the activity of 
opportunist elements who, weary of the revolutionary struggle, 
grasped at any means with which American imperialism provided them 
to quell the revolts of the peoples and the revolution, and to spread 
decay in the parties, which were working for the education and 
preparation of the peoples for revolution. 

In Europe, Browderism did not have the success it had in South 
America, although this seed of American imperialism was not left 


unabsorbed by those disguised anti-Marxist and anti-Leninist reformist 
elements who were awaiting or preparing the suitable moments, to 
deviate openly from the scientific Marxist-Leninist ideology. 

Although in its own time Browderism did. not manage to become a 
revisionist current with broad international proportions, the other 
modern revisionists who came later revived its views and made them 
their own. These views, in various forms, remain the basis of the 
political and ideological platforms of the Chinese and Yugoslav 
revisionists, as well as of the Eurocommunist parties of Western 
Europe. 

Not only Browderism, but also Mao Zedong thought, the theories and 
line which the Chinese leadership followed, responded to the 
American strategy for "restraining communism" and for the 
establishment of the hegemony of the United States of America over 
the post-war capitalist world. (Enver Hoxha) 

The Comintern (SH) argues that the rise to power of modern 
revisionists had been already prepared with the turn of the VII World 
Congress. Browderism, as a current which preceded the modern 
revisionism in power, in our opinion, was far not the only current which 
paved the way to the seizure of power of modern revisionists. We will 
not underestimate the danger of Browderism but anyway, Browderism 
was not the germ cell of modern revisionism. Other influences on the 
formation of modern revisionism must neither be denied nor 
underestimated. 

(In the chapter on the Euro-"Communism" we will get back to the 
Comintern, and the influence of Browderism on it. But can we say that 
modern revisionism was descended from Browderism ? No, this is a 
misleading theses.) 

Modern revisionism was by no means solely the product of 
Browderism. Modern revisionism was not an import from the USA. 
Modern revisionism can neither be exported nor imported. Modern 
revisionism developed in the class struggle within the socialist society 
itself, especially against the danger of restoration of capitalism. The 
danger of the restoration of the bourgeois ideology existed from the 
very beginning in the first socialist state, in the Soviet Union. The 
decisive roots of modern revisionism must be searched within the 
socialist society and not outside of the socialist society, namely 
Stalinism in words and Anti-Stalinism in deeds! 

What were the origins of modern revisionism? 

The modern revisionism was the main branch of the bourgeois 
ideology which appeared on the battle-field against Stalinism, namely 
after the victory over the ideology of the Bloc of the Trotskyites and 
Rightists. This Bloc was forced to throw in the towel and to surrender. 
The Trotskyites and Rightists were beaten but their ideology not totally 
eliminated. This ideology remained the main danger both within the 
Soviet Union and within the entire Communist World Movement 
although it was both discredited and officially forbidden. It was the 
centrism and conciliationism (see: Dimitrov) which made its revival 
possible. In this way, all these anti-Stalinist ideologies survived, 
disguised under a new cloak. And this cloak was nothing else but 
"modern revisionism", the ideology of the restoration of anti-Stalinism. 
With Stalinism against the Bloc of the Trotskyites and Rightists in 


words, and for its revival in deeds - this is the phenomenology of the 
formation of modern revisionism in lifetime of Stalin. This mask was 
finally completely dropped by the revisionists at power, sealed by the 
XX Congress of the CPSU. 

Behind the hidden process of modern revisionism, we see nothing but 
the continuation of the previous party's fight against all the tendencies 
and ideology of the hostile classes in the Soviet Union. 

And in the result of this class struggle, modern revisionism became the 
dominating ideology of a revisionist society. The modern revisionists 
had in their hands the leadership and the apparatus of the workers’ 
and communist party as well as the trade unions. 


The term "modern revisionism" arose at the end of the 40s of the 20th 
century, namely, strictly speaking, in the fight against Yugoslav 
revisionism. This was most clearly expressed in the Resolution of the 
Information Bureau "About the position of the Communist Party of 
Yugoslavia" of 29 June 1948. This Resolution was a historical 
document that was of particular importance for the international 
communist and workers' movement in the fight against modern 
revisionism (and especially for the PLA). One can denote this 
Resolution rightly as the first international Marxist-Leninist document 
against modern revisionism. 5 years after dissolution of the Comintern 
this Resolution has paved the way for a clear anti-revisionist, Marxist- 
Leninist line! 

"The warning signal of the Informbureau regarding the danger of 
modern 

Revisionism was of great service for the international communist and 
revolutionary movement . The truth is that any subsequent currents of 
revisionism had been inspired by the first revisionist deviation, which 
was Criticized by Stalin and the Cominform" (Zeri i Popullit, 1988; "40 
YEARS RESOLUTION OF THE INFORM BUREAU ON THE 
SITUATION IN THE COMMUNIST PARTY OF YUGOSLAVIA"). 

This Resolution described the danger of the Yugoslav revisionism as a 
threat from Tito and the leaders of the Yugoslav Communist Party. 
Essentially, Tito followed an old opportunist trend, but it became a 
higher quality, namely by revisionism in power, through revisionist 
state power. 

(As for the Titoist idea of the dominating Yugoslavia within a new 
Balkan federation, it was Dimitrov who had collaborated with Tito! 
This Resolution was indeed a sharp weapon in the struggle of the 
Marxist-Leninists for the strengthening of the unity of their thought and 
action, not only in Albania, where the dictatorship of the proletariat 
reigned, but worldwide. The Resolution of the Information Bureau had 
even a programmatic character, because it was the correct 
demarcation-line against modern revisionism after the victory over 
fascism and the beginning of socialism in a number of countries. The 
Resolution reiterated the anti-revisionist role of the party and the 
working class for the liquidation of the exploiting classes in the period 
of transition from capitalism to socialism and the consolidation of the 
young socialist state. The Resolution of the Information Bureau from 
1948 and the historic letters of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union "About the situation in the Yugoslav Communist Party", which 


were signed by Stalin and Molotov, had a great importance for the 
world communist movement. Stalin's great merit is that he revealed 
this anti-Marxist-Leninist development in the bud, and Stalin predicted 
the treacherous role which was later played by the Belgrade Clique of 
renegades and their followers. The Tito clique turned into a 
counterrevolutionary, nationalist and chauvinist bourgeois gang and 
agent of US imperialism. Yugoslav revisionism became an outpost of 
all revisionists against Stalinism, the socialist countries and the 
international communist movement. The American imperialists spoke 
openly of why they pumped billions of dollars to Yugoslavia: 
"Yugoslavia was and is a source of division in the bosom of 
international communism." 

And here we also find the special world-historical features that 
distinguish modern revisionism from conventional revisionism 
fundamentally. After the victory of the Great Patriotic War, modern 
revisionism enabled the world imperialism to stop the advance of world 
socialism by a new imperialist-revisionist encirclement. What does that 
mean? This means that socialism had not only to struggle against 
imperialist encirclement, but moreover, against the collaborating 
revisionist camp. Modern revisionism was the ideological guide-line of 
the imperialist-revisionist encirclement. The Marxist-Leninist were - 
from now on - faced by a pincer movement of the imperialist and 
revisionist camp. And Hoxhaism proved to be the only victorious 
ideological weapon against this new quality of hostile encirclement. 
Only with the help of modern revisionism the imperialists succeeded to 
save themselves from the gallows, namely by the splitting of the world 
communist movement. Only with the help of modern revisionism it was 
possible for the world imperialism to thwart the global socialist workers’ 
power. 

The social base matured during the escalating class struggle under 
socialism. A new bourgeoisie, a "socialist" bourgeoisie destroyed 
socialism from within with support from the outer capitalist world. The 
imperialist world, in itself, was totally unable to beat socialism. The 
imperialist world was forced to resort to the support of the camp of the 
modern revisionists who began to thwart the development of socialism 
in Yugoslavia. The aim was to break away one socialist chain link after 
another. The imperialist-revisionist camp began with the destruction of 
the whole socialist chain at the seam of the center. Then the 
imperialists isolated the center of world socialism. And, from within, 
their revisionist lackeys have destroyed the Soviet Union and then the 
socialist Albania. 

In view of its great impending danger, the fight against Yugoslav 
revisionism was decided as fundamental demarcation line in the 
Moscow Declarations of 1957 and 1960: 

"The further exposure of the leaders of Yugoslav revisionists, and the 
active struggle for shielding the communist and workers' movement 
against the anti-Leninist ideas of the Yugoslav revisionists, remains an 
essential task of the Marxist-Leninist parties", underlined the 1960 
Declaration. 

Of course, the aim of these two Declarations was not the anti- 
revisionist defense of Marxism-Leninism, but the defense of the 
predominance of the Soviet revisionists. 


These two Declarations (which had been penned by the Soviet 
revisionists) were used by the true Marxist-Leninists as a platform in 
the fight against all modern revisionists, thus not only against the 
Yugoslav, but also against the Soviet revisionists. Enver Hoxha 
unmasked the treachery of modern revisionists with the help of the 
Moscow Declarations which had been already revisionist documents 
of deviation from Marxism-Leninism. This was one of the first 
successful anti-revisionist tactics of Enver Hoxha, namely to beat the 
revisionists with their own revisionist weapons. 

The Khrushchev group fought in reality in open contradiction to the 
common line of the entire international communist movement. The 
Khrushchevites did not only not fight against the Tito clique, but 
pursued persistently the path of rapprochement, reconciliation and 
union with the Yugoslav renegades. That ended in December 1962 
through the full reconciliation and unification of the Khrushchevite and 
Titoite Cliques. With this act they sealed the official renunciation of the 
Moscow Declaration. The actual aim of the Khrushchev revisionists 
was not only merely treason, but directly the liquidation of the 
revolutionary Marxist-Leninist general line of the communist and 
workers’ parties, not against Tito but in the contrary, together with Tito. 
»10 Collaborate with the Yugoslav revisionists — this means 
collaboration with the enemies of socialism, with the renegades of 
Marxism, with the splitters of the communis's unity , with the agencies 
of imperialism, who form a plot against the socialist countries and the 
entire revolutionary world movement". ( Enver Hoxha) 

In this historical moment the application of the term "modern 
revisionism" was no longer limited to the Yugoslav revisionism, but 
extended to the Soviet revisionism and the revisionism of all countries 
who formed the camp of the revisionist Soviet Union. 

After it was already unmasked comprehensively through the Marxist- 
Leninists, it is the nature of modern revisionism to develop ever more 
sophisticated covert forms, before it was strong enough to appear 
more and more open. 

That is concretely, the modern revisionists of a country developed their 
own modern revisionism, by masquerading it as so-called "anti- 
revisionism", namely not only against socialist Albania but also against 
all other countries of modern revisionism. The most vivid example is 
that of Chinese revisionism. Mao created his own revisionism behind 
the "Marxist-Leninist" mask of the alleged "struggle against Soviet 
revisionism, the Yugoslav revisionism, etc., etc".. 

The concept of modern revisionism was eventually used by the 
modern revisionists in order to accuse the People's Socialist Republic 
of Albania. The modern revisionists (inclusively the Maoists) accused 
the teachings of the 5th Classic of Marxism-Leninism as alleged 
"teachings of revisionism". 

And even today, the neo-revisionists hide behind the polemic against 
the Comintern (SH), that we would be allegedly "revisionist". In their 
struggle against the Comintern (SH), the neo-revisionists present 
themselves as the "true guardians" of Stalin and Enver Hoxha. 


Below we would like to present a collection of some key quotes and 
definitions of modern revisionism: 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


"MODERN REVISIONISM — AN OFFSHOOT AND ALLY OF THE 
BOURGEOISIE AND IMPERIALISM." (Enver Hoxha, report at the 5th 
Congress of the PLA, 1966) 


"Modern revisionism is the main enemy in the international communist 
movement, it is the «Trojan horse» of - imperialism and world 
capitalism, it is the «second front» of imperialism against socialism 
and communism. 

Its strategic aim is to perpetuate the capitalist rule wherever it is in 
power and to restore capitalism wherever it has been overthrown." 
(Enver Hoxha, report at the 5th Congress of the PLA, 1966) 


"The present-day Khrushchevite revisionism is a direct successor and 
continuation of the revisionism of Bernstein and Kautsky, Trotsky and 
Bukharin, Browder and Tito, against which Marx, Engels, Lenin and 
Stalin and the 3rd Communist International and the Information 
Bureau of the communist and workers’ parties waged a stern 
principled struggle". (Enver Hoxha, report at the 5th Congress of the 
PLA, 1966) 


"The classical revisionism of the social-democratic type has been 
integrated into modern revisionism. The theories of Bernstein and 
Kautsky in various forms, sometimes openly and sometimes modified, 
are found in the revisionist Browder, are found in Khrushchevite 
revisionism, in Titoite revisionism, in French revisionism and in the 
Italian revisionism of Togliatti, in the so-called Mao Zedong thought, 
and all revisionist currents. These innumerable anti-Marxist currents, 
which are developing in the present-day capitalist and revisionist 
world, are the fifth column in the ranks of the world revolution to 
prolong the existence of international capitalism by fighting the 
revolution from within. (Enver Hoxha: "Euro-'Communism' is anti- 
Communism"; Chapter: From Revisionist Opportunism to Bourgeois 
Anti-Communism) 


"Precisely at these moments, when imperialism was in extreme 
difficulties and striving to emerge from the crisis with which the 
revolutionary impetus of the working people and the political, 
ideological, economic and military might of the socialist camp and the 
national liberation struggle of the peoples were threatening it, the 
modern revisionists, headed by the Titoite and Soviet revisionists, 
came to the aid of imperialism to rescue it from the crisis and defeat. 
Herein lies the great betrayal by the revisionists and their historic 
responsibility before the peoples". (Enver Hoxha, report at the 5th 
Congress of the PLA, 1966) 


"Khrushchevite revisionism has been developed and elaborated until it 
has become a complete theoretical and practical system, which has 
been concretized in the new program of the CPSU, which is the code 
of modern revisionism". (Enver Hoxha, report at the 5th Congress of 
the PLA, 1966) 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


"The history of the international communist movement has never 
known another revisionism developed to such proportions and so 
dangerous as Khrushchevite modern revisionism. This is connected 
with the fact that one of the most important features of modern 
revisionism is that now we have to do with revisionism in power which 
has infected the communist parties of several socialist countries, and 
first of all the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, which uses all the 
might, authority and means of the socialist state to defend and 
propagate revisionism. 

This is a great misfortune, but also a great lesson for the Marxist- 
Leninists, who must be able not only to fight this revisionism which is 
in power, but also to prevent the repetition of the revisionist tragedy of 
the Soviet Union in other countries that are building socialism now, or 
will enter the road of socialism in the future". (Enver Hoxha, report at 
the 5th Congress of the PLA, 1966) 


The revisionists spearheaded their struggle mainly against Marxism- 
Leninism as the trustworthy theory of the world revolution and the 
struggle to defeat imperialism and capitalism, and replaced this theory 
with an opportunist, counter-revolutionary theory in the service of the 
bourgeoisie and imperialism. Under the false slogans of the «struggle 
against dogmatism» and the «creative development of Marxism in the 
new conditions», in fact they declared Marxism-Leninism outdated, 
negated its fundamental principles, stripped it of its revolutionary spirit 
and turned it into a doctrine which is not only harmless, but even 
helpful to the bourgeoisie. 


"The second objective of the struggle of the revisionists is to bring 
about the degeneration and destruction of the Marxist-Leninist parties, 
to turn them into social-democratic parties, in order to support the 
counter-revolution, undermine socialism and defend and re-establish 
capitalism." (Enver Hoxha, report at the 5th Congress of the PLA, 
1966) 


"What unites the Marxist-Leninists with the modern revisionists? 
Nothing. Everything divides them. Their ideologies, policies and final 
aims are diametrically opposed". (Enver Hoxha, report at the 5th 
Congress of the PLA, 1966) 


"In essence, the various kinds of modern revisionism have the same 
ideological views and the same objectives: 

— The rejection of the Marxist-Leninist theory as a theory allegedly 
unsuitable for our times; 

— The rejection of the revolution and the seizure of power through 
violence; 

— The integration of capitalism into «socialism» by means of reforms 
in pluralism and in collaboration, in harmony and coexistence of 
classes and their ideologies; 

— The preservation of the existing capitalist state structures as well as 
of religious beliefs, while accepting only some minor formal change. 
Although Togliatti's polycentrism has been achieved in general, there 


will be further splits and fragmentation. 

Today we see a number of variants of modern revisionism: 

1. Soviet modern revisionism which «dominates» in a series of 
revisionist parties within its sphere of influence which, in general, are 
the former communist parties. 

This revisionist grouping disguises itself with Leninism, but fights it 
both as a theory and as a revolutionary practice. 

The parties of this revisionist grouping operating in the capitalist 
countries are in opposition, but they are also making efforts to 
participate in the capitalist governments of their own countries. Their 
demagogy is very dangerous. 

2. «Eurocommunism», the banner of which is carried by the Spanish, 
French and ltalian revisionist parties as well as others which have 
openly rejected the Marxist-Leninist theory and the idea of the 
revolution, defend parliamentarianism, pluralism, reformism in theory 
and in structure, reject the class struggle, preach class peace, struggle 
for participation in the capitalist governments and legal collaboration 
with capitalism, while integrating themselves into its structure and 
superstructure. 

3. Chinese revisionism with «Mao Zedong thought» as a pseudo- 
Marxist, eclectic, Bukharinite, revisionist, opportunist theory with 
tendencies for world hegemony both in ideology and policy. Although 
not well crystallized, «Mao Zedong thought» is a theory of the 
developing Chinese bourgeoisie, which has aggressive, war- 
mongering, socialimperialist tendencies. This pseudo-Marxist theory 
rejects Marxism-Leninism while disguising itself as a theory of the 
revolution; likewise, it tries to disguise the struggle which Chinese 
revisionism is waging for world hegemony and neo-colonialism, rejects 
the class struggle, has a pronounced Asiatic but also world character 
and comes out openly against proletarian internationalism. 

4. Titoism, a revisionist current which operates with out disguise 
against Marxism-Leninism, places itself openly in the service of world 
capitalism, is the builder of an anarcho-syndicalist pseudo-socialist 
structure with all the anti-socialist and anti-Marxist-Leninist features. 
Titoism is a friend and supporter of the «Eurocommunists» and is 
trying to become their leader, but without success. 

This current is also making efforts to influence China, to set it more 
firmly on the capitalist course, and this i n fluence has begun to have 
effect in several directions, although China aims to create and is 
creating its capitalist system in its own way." (Enver Hoxha: "ONLY 
UNDER THE LEADERSHIP OF A GENUINE MARXIST-LENINIST 
PARTY CAN THE OBJECTIVES BE ACHIEVED", 1979) 

The Marxist-Leninist critique of modern revisionism emerged during 
the reign of the revisionists, but not as part of the revisionist 
superstructure of revisionist society, but as a critical reflection of 
material conditions of existence of the proletariat under the rule of the 
revisionists, as a scientific expression of his past mission to free itself 
from the revisionism by the renewed socialist revolution. 

Modern revisionism is the bourgeois revision of the socialist society on 
the formal ground of Marxism-Leninism. 

Modern revisionism served and serves the restoration of the rule of the 
bourgeois ideology. 


Modern revisionism at power was the ruling bourgeois influence on the 
socialist working class, aimed at the bourgeois demoralization and 
degeneration of the socialist society. One can explain the modern 
revisionism neither by contingency nor by mistakes of individuals and 
groups, and also not by national particularities of socialism in different 
countries. The objective causes of modern revisionism lie in the state- 
capitalist degeneration of the economic structure of socialist society 
itself. 

The advent of bourgeois influence in socialist society was the inner 
source of modern revisionism while capitulationism represented its 
external source, caused under the pressure of the imperialist(- 
revisionist) encirclement. 

What is modern revisionism in power? 


Modern revisionism in power is the most effective weapon of the 
bourgeoisie against the revolution and socialism in general, and 
against the dictatorship of the proletariat, in particular. The modern 
revisionism was the imperialist ideology of transformation of socialism 
into an agency of imperialism. 


Modern revisionism was a figment of the ideology of the bourgeoisie 
and imperialism in the struggle against the Stalinist World Camp. 

In history of socialism, modern revisionism was the most counter- 
revolutionary transformation of Marxism-Leninism into anti- 
communism, the sharpest and most dangerous weapon of the 
bourgeoisie on the ideological battlefield against the proletariat and its 
revolutionary ideology. 

Modern revisionism was the hitherto most dangerous and most 
effective form of bourgeois ideology in the camp of the communist and 
workers' movement. Modern revisionism pretended in words to be for 
the proletarian internationalism, but was in deeds a 
counterrevolutionary agency of the world bourgeoisie to the rescue of 
world capitalism. 

Modern revisionism was degenerated Stalinism, the ideology of the 
new bourgeoisified, degenerated leadership of the socialist working 
class. 


Modern revisionism finally became the rotten, parasitic, dying ideology 
of imperialist socialism, of social imperialism. 


Modern revisionism was the ideology of the new alliance between the 
socialist workers’ aristocracy and the priviliged socialist intelligentsia in 
power - over the working class and the toiling masses in the socialist 
society. 

Modern revisionism in power, this was the ideology in the final stage of 
the class struggle within the socialist society, expression of the 
ideology of the newly emerging bourgeois class in socialism. 


The roots of modern revisionism based on the interests of those new 
classes which grew up for the restoration of capitalism. 


Modern revisionism was the ideology of the reconversion of the 


socialist, non-antagonistic class society into the capitalist antagonistic 
class society. 

Modern revisionism is the hidden struggle between materialism and 
idealism at its highest level of its development, namely between the 
world view of the classes, which had already liberated themselves 
from exploitation and oppression, and the world view of the exploitive 
and oppressive classes, which were already destroyed. 


Modern revisionism, hidden behind the mask of "dialectical 
materialism", was against idealism in words but in deeds, modern 
revisionism was the highest expression of the struggle of idealism 
against materialism in comparison with the entire previous history of 
mankind in general and against the dialectical and historical 
materialism in particular. 


Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism, as the dominant ideology of the working 
class in power, had forced the idealist ideology, to hide itself behind 
the guise of "historical and dialectical materialism" - namely in the form 
of modern revisionism. 

The modern revisionists preach the conciliatory transition from 
capitalism to socialism. The modern revisionists smuggle "elements of 
socialism" into capitalism, and as well, capitalist elements into 
socialism. They blur the antagonistic class difference between the 
Capitalist and socialist system. 

Modern revisionism was the ideology and policy of a new type of state 
capitalism, a new type of capitalism that emerged not from feudalism 
(as capitalism of its original type), but from the socialist system, 
namely as a form of transition for integration of restored capitalism into 
the world imperialist system. 

Modern revisionism was the bourgeois ideology in the service of the 
adaption of the socialist system to the capitalist system. 

Historically, nothing else remained from modern revisionism in power, 
but the valuable knowledge of the world proletariat that even the 
restored capitalism can not prevent the downfall of capitalism. 
Imperialism is rotten, parasitic and moribund capitalism. 


Modern revisionism in power has historically proved that capitalism, in 
the long run, is neither reformable nor restorable. 

Modern revisionism has proved historically that imperialism cannot be 
regenerated by certain "socialist elements". Imperialism cannot 
transform itself into socialism. 

Modern revisionism has not prevented or mitigated the decay process 
of world capitalism, but on the contrary, accelerated and deepened. 


Modern revisionism was ultimately an ineffective shield against the 
unstoppable world revolutionary process of transition to world 
socialism. 

Modern revisionism could not stop the development process of the 
world socialist revolution. On the contrary, the experiences of the 
struggle against modern revisionism are a sharp weapon in the hands 
of the world proletariat, namely to prevent world socialism from 
capitalist restoration. 


Modern revisionism was unable to refute the teachings of the 5 
Classics of Marxism-Leninism. Modern revisionism has confirmed and 
invigorated their truth all the more. 

Modern revisionism was a counter-revolutionary ideology. 

Each counter-revolution tries to prevent the revolution preemptively, to 
smash the revolution in its zenith, and after the revolution to take 
revenge. 

Under the dictatorship of the proletariat, there are special conditions 
for counter-revolutions. Under socialism the exploiting classes had 
been eliminated, and thus as well their former counter-revolutionary 
instruments of suppression. The counter-revolutionary Kronstadt 
uprising was successfully defeated. The conspiratorial counter- 
revolution of the "Block of Trotskyists and Rights" was successfully 
defeated, too. All counter-revolutionary attempts failed to incite the 
masses for a direct "revolt" against their own socialist state and 
against the Bolshevik Party of the working class. In the ideological field 
the line pursued by the Bolshevik Party led by Stalin was the line of 
the consistent defence and the creative development of Marxism- 
Leninism in a merciless fight against the enemies and distorters of 
Leninism in the Soviet Union and outside it — against the Trotskysts, 
Bukharinists, socialdemocrats, Titoites etc., the line of the fight against 
the pressure and influences of bourgeois ideology and culture, for the 
implanting and development of socialist ideology and culture, the line 
of high proletarian partizanship in all the spheres of spiritual life, for the 
communist education of the working people. 


Why did the Bolshevik Party degenerate, after 
Stalin's death, into a revisionist party? 


Enver Hoxha answered this question as follows: 


THE WORKING CLASS IN REVISIONIST COUNTRIES MUST TAKE THE FIELD 
AND RE-ESTABLISH THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT 


«Zéri i Popullit » daily, dated Marc h 24, 1968 


Why did the Bolshevik Party degenerate, after Stalin's death, into a 
revisionist party? This is a reasonable question to pose, and in order 
to be able to answer it, one must discover the objective and subjective 
reasons. We have already pointed out in other writings that this is as 
important a question as it is difficult to treat fully and without mistakes, 
if we do not base ourselves on the documents, especially the internal 
ones, of the Bolshevik Party, documents which we do not possess and 
can hardly possess, especially in the present situation. But our 
ideology and the experience of our party and of the other parties can 
help us to determine some of these reasons. We say some, because 
there are and must be many more. But even these thoughts may not 
be complete. 

Thus, it turns out that gradually, without being aware of it and relying 
on the great successes of the realization of the socialist construction, 
there was created among the party cadres and among those of the 
socialist State a certain self-complacency and legitimate pride, which 
made them, inadvertently and without knowing it, turn from their 


correct forms towards distorted, incorrect inclinations which were 
basically incompatible with proletarian morality. Marxist ideology and 
education condemned them in principle and in practice, when they 
manifested themselves in a flagrant and dangerous way, but in general 
these trends were developing and were not considered as dangerous. 
They were interweaving with the party norms and gradually gave the 
latter also such an anti-Marxist tinge. They intensified later and, 
interwoven with other non-proletarian customs, promoted the 
dangerous complex. 

The members of the Bolshevik Party, who were led to legendary 
battles by Lenin and Stalin, were cadres of a class origin and with 
revolutionary vigor, tempered in revolution, in struggles, in the building 
of socialism, in battles against Trotskyism, against deviators and other 
traitors. 

They were ideologically and politically tempered and had a firm and 
legitimate confidence in their glorious Bolshevik Party, in Lenin and 
Stalin, in the correct line and norms that they had mapped out. 

To them the party was everything, it was their heart, brain and eyes, 
that is why they defended it, were educated by it and by their great 
leader. But while trying to carry out the Party's and Stalin's correct line 
and norms, the Soviet cadres, at first not all of them and not in a clear- 
cut way but gradually, became susceptible to a feeling of stability 
which is alien, in the revolutionary sense, to development. 

So long as they held lower level functions, the cadres worked 
zealously to serve the cause of revolution in the best possible manner 
strictly implementing the party norms and line, maintaining close 
connections with the masses and with the working class. But in the 
long run, when the initial difficulties had been overcome, when the 
indispensable ideological and political and general education and 
culture had been acquired, having grown older and having gained 
seniority in the party, certain people began to be affected by the germ 
of the evil. Successes at work nourished the feeling of self- 
complacency and, parallel with these successes, the Soviet cadres 
began to lose their proletarian simplicity, raised unjust claims, which 
they considered «politically legitimate», because these people had 
worked and fought. With their rise to responsibility there was taking 
shape in them the feeling of ease and complacency and they were 
ever more infected by bureaucratism, intellectualism and 
technocratism. 

Thus, gradually, between the cadres of the Bolshevik Party and Soviet 
State, on the one hand, and the masses of the Soviet people and 
working class, on the other, there was created a separation and 
inequality. Many cadres no longer listened, as they had done 
previously, to the voice of the masses. Among them the thought began 
to prevail that they knew everything themselves, that they were 
specialists in everything, that they stood above the masses, above the 
working class politically and ideologically and were more farsighted 
than the latter. The authority and prestige which the Bolshevik Party 
and Stalin enjoyed among the masses of the Soviet people and in the 
working class were confounded by these cadres with their personal 
authority and prestige. All these antiproletarian features deformed the 
revolutionary concepts among these cadres. As this also infected the 


party line and its implementation, the revolutionary norms of the party 
remained formal, the life of the party itself and its organization as well 
as the whole Soviet State administration were in the process of 
becoming sclerotic. 

Therefore, the development, the endowment with education and 
culture of the cadres of the party, of the State and administration is 
one of the most important problems, but the primary and still greater 
duty is their political and ideological development and their permanent 
revolutionization. 

The danger of the bureaucratization of the cadres and of their being 
imbued with formal education and culture only, can create in them a 
feeling of superiority and arrogance, causes the features of 
intellectualism and technocratism to take root in them. The growth of 
these ideas progressively places them above the masses of the party 
and the class and thus gradually a situation is created in which one 
stratum rules over the class and its proletarian party, scleroses the 
party and its revolutionary norms, makes them lifeless, propagates 
them without zeal, deprives them of their revolutionary influence and 
action. Hence develops the separation from the masses and from the 
control of the working class. 

If the party and the working class fails to display their special and 
constant care for the ideological uplift of the cadres, not only through 
bookish methods, but through actions in daily and uninterrupted 
struggle, their rise to leading positions, their educational and cultural 
unevenness with the great bulk of the party and with that of the 
working class, the long period of probation in the party or in the state 
organs, the great disparity in salaries (a dangerous evil this) and the 
privileges to which they are allegedly entitled as cadres (another 
dangerous evil) spoil the cadre, incite him to progressively adopt, willy- 
nilly , features which are not of the proletarian class. While such a 
phenomenon may occur with the cadres of worker origin and 
conditions, this danger is greater among those coming from the 
peasantry and the intelligentsia. The party of the working class must 
bring up the cadres in such a way that they may advance and be 
promoted to posts of responsibility, but they should also rightly 
understand, when necessary their stepping down from posts of 
responsibility, and this not only in cases when they do not prove 
themselves capable and active for the function with which they are 
charged or for errors in work and in life, but also in cases where they 
are capable and accomplish their tasks correctly. The cadres should 
be educated to realize that, even when they are efficient, their 
departure from responsible functions and their going to work among 
the working class and the laboring masses is a necessity. It is to the 
advantage of the cadres themselves and of the party, for the present 
and in the future. 

The three features we mentioned above — bureaucratism, 
intellectualism and technocratism — caused within the Bolshevik Party 
and the Soviet State a failure to appreciate the heroic revolutionary 
spirit of the times. At first this insidious disease did not openly attack 
the correct party line. The cadres remained faithful to it and to Stalin. 
They were ready to go through fire for him, because Stalin was a man 
of the class. With his Marxist-Leninist class clarity, he did not commit 


errors of principle, politics or in ideology, in economy or in the military 
field. He faithfully defended everything Leninist. He developed 
Leninism further. 

But in this stagnation which was gradually building up, although the 
Stalinist energy of the party and of the dictatorship of the proletariat 
was still pushing the work ahead, the party work was becoming 
stereotyped and inflexible. The norms were being implemented but not 
with revolutionary vigor. The line was being carried out but not at that 
revolutionary tempo. Marxism-Leninism was being taught but in such a 
way that it was unable to purge these dangerous inclinations. Many 
high party and State cadres, proud of their diplomas, were, so to 
speak, viewing the situation from above, and especially from the petty- 
bourgeois feeling of all-round superiority. They had come to believe 
that this was something natural, that they were superior to the bulk of 
the party. They were assuming the features of a class above the class 
and above the party. They considered themselves infallible because 
they were in the leadership, because they enjoyed seniority, because 
they possessed knowledge, thinking as if it were they who brought 
sunshine and rain. All these anti-Marxist viewpoints were developing 
willy-nilly , under cover of the party norms. These people spoke of 
democratic centralism, of criticism and self-criticism, of party discipline, 
of elections from below, but all these things had lost their revolutionary 
spirit. 

And what could all this bring about? The gradual separation of the 
leadership from the bulk of the party and of the party from the working 
class. 

Thus, in essence, that Marxist-Leninist unity which we mentioned 
above was getting weaker. Stalin forged the Leninist unity and fought 
for it, not-withstanding the stagnation. After his death it was proved 
that in the leadership and in the Bolshevik party this unity was split and 
the revisionists seized power. 

Khrushchev and his traitorous companions had been working even 
when Stalin was alive, but certainly in a very camouflaged form. After 
Stalin's death, profitting by the situation that had been created, they 
took power. They sought and are seeking to preserve the whole of the 
negative process and deepen it still more, carrying out the complete 
transformation toward capitalism and towards the liquidation of the 
Bolshevik Party of Lenin and Stalin. The attack on Stalin was the 
attack on Leninism, on Marxism-Leninism, that is why they have made 
and are making short work of those whom they call Stalinists and, 
masquaradin g as Leninists, they are striving every passing day to 
deepen the process of liquidating the party as a Marxist-Leninist party 
of the proletariat and to isolate the Soviet working class, to lull it to 
sleep, to make it amorphous and apolitical, so as to avoid the blows 
which it may strike at them. 

Of course, there are other reasons too, but we think that those we 
have mentioned caused the working class of the Soviet Union and 
hundreds of thousands and millions of Soviet party and State cadres 
to be caught unawares. They thought and are thinking (for they are still 
not so politically and ideologically minded, and this should not surprise 
us) that what Khrushchev did was «in line and in accordance with the 
Leninist rules». They were deceived by the calumnies, by the 


demagogy and the promises of the traitors, but this will , certainly, not 
last for long. The eyes of the Soviet working class and revolutionaries 
are being opened and will be better opened and they will again 
recover the fighting spirit of the revolutionary struggles through which 
they had been led by Lenin and Stalin. They must come out, arms in 
hand, in the street, and they will come out, if not today, tomorrow. 
The situation will ripen. Time works for the proletarian revolution. 


To roll back the gains of the October Revolution, the counter-revolution 
under the dictatorship of the proletariat was forced to hide amidst the 
socialist society, the socialist factories, the socialist state, the Red 
Army, the mass organizations, and not least amidst the Bolshevik 
Party, for the purpose to organize illegal subversive activities in 
preparation of the counter-revolutionary destruction of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat. The counter-revolutionary forces in the Soviet Union 
learned from their defeats and their methods and tactics had been 
refined and perfected. The victory of the counter-revolution took place 
not in the beginning, when the socialist state was still in the making 
and thus in a weak situation, but remarkably at the stage of fully 
matured socialism, in the period of the transition to communism. and 
the creation of the Stalinist World Camp. 

The end of the Second World War must be characterized as the zenith 
of the history of the World Communist Movement. Communism was at 
the threadhold of conquering the world. 

The nearer the communist world approached , the more the counter- 
revolutionary bourgeoisie rallied together. Under the leadership of the 
American imperialists, the forces of the international counter-revolution 
rallying together to ward off the collapse of world imperialism. The 
Stalinist general-line against the mobilized international counter- 
revolution was this: 

To do the utmost possible of solidarity in one country for the resistance 
against the counter-revolution, for the disarmament and destruction of 
the counter-revolution in all countries. And to do the utmost possible of 
solidarity in all countries for the resistance against the counter- 
revolution, disarmament and destruction of the counter-revolution in 
every single country - especially in the countries of the Stalinist camp. 
The working class had defeated the counter-revolution of the old 
bourgeoisie. But the counter-revolution of the new bourgeoisie 
defeated the working class. The new bourgeoisie conquered her 
power not until socialism already bore rich fruit, and not until socialism 
began to spread over the entire globe. 

The Comintern had defeated the counter-revolutionary leaders of the 
Second International . But with the growing power of counter- 
revolutionary opportunists within the Comintern, the Comintern was 
liquidated. The right opportunists (which became later leaders of 
modern revisionism such as Dimitrov, Togliatti etc) seized power within 
the Comintern, not until the Comintern already had born rich fruit, and 
not until the Comintern had gained a firm foothold on a global scale. 
The Second International was founded on the basis of the defeat of 
the opportunists within the First International and became the great 
leader of the masses of the international workers' movement. But the 
Second International degenerated in the course of the degeneration of 


the revolutionary social democracy, in the period of the transition of 
capitalism to imperialism. With the growing power of counter- 
revolutionary social-chauvinists the Second International became a 
tool of the imperialist powers. 

The First International did not fall in the period of its foundation and its 
burn-in period, but in the zenith of its greatest influence in history. The 
First International, the "7th Great Power" (Engels), were dissolved not 
until the very first dictatorship of the proletariat, the Paris Commune, 
was established. 

All these historical events did not happen by chance. The stronger the 
revolutionary movement, the more the counter-revolutionary 
bourgeoisie rallies together. History of the communist world movement 
proves that it was easier to gain power than to maintain power. There 
is no strengthening of the revolution without the strengthening of the 
counter-revolution. And as long as the world is still ruled by world 
imperialism, the defeat of the counter-revolution cannot be guaranteed 
in last consequence. This situation can only be overcome by the 
victory of the socialist world revolution ! History of the communist world 
movement also proved that it regenerated and strengthened each time 
after it had been defeated by the counter-revolution. In last 
consequence, the socialist world revolution will defeat the international 
counter-revolution of world imperialism. This is unavoidable because it 
is in accordance with the objective laws of the development of world 
society. 

The class enemy in the Soviet Union was not seen as a capitalist, 
perching on his moneybags. The new bourgeoisie grew up hiddenly 
within the socialist society. The new bourgeoisie was recruited from 
privileged circles among the socialist classes and layers. It was a 
counter-revolution, which held the black flag in their hands which was 
varnished with red colour. This priviliged elements became fatter and 
fatter. The bureaucracy was parasites in the brain and flesh of socialist 
society. As Comrade Enver Hoxha said it was 

"the new caste of bureaucrats and technocrats from the stratum of the 
intelligentsia, which has become bourgeois, and the worker 
aristocracy." (Enver Hoxha, Report to the 8th Congress of the PLA, 
page 235) 

In the Soviet Union and in Albania, socialism was notably not 
destroyed in the initial stage. The revisionists unfolded all their 
counter-revolutionary power especially in the later stage of completely 
developed socialism. 

Modern revisionism spread the dangerous mood, to underestimate 
capitalism and its counter-revolutionary force and to overestimate the 
forces of socialism. Conciliatory tones appeared in a mood of 
adventurous haughtiness. The modern revisionists started with the 
slogan of "peaceful co-existence", whose revolutionary content they 
had eliminated beforehand. 

Lenin and Stalin had always warned against arrogance, complacency 
and indifference to the class enemy in our own ranks. Lenin and Stalin 
described the so-called "victorious" socialism as a great danger! We 
may not let victories go to our head. Lenin and Stalin have taught that 
the class struggle in socialism does not decrease, but increases 
tenfold, so that we have to strengthen the dictatorship of the 


proletariat. The more successful socialism is, all the stronger is the 
resistance to socialism! The stronger the Stalinist and Hoxhaist 
ideology is, all the stronger is revisionist resistance. 

Of course, the modern revisionists propagated exactly the contrary. 
Namely by means of spreading the treacherous slogan of "gradual 
decrease and final abolition of class struggle, in conditions of 
advanced socialism". The modern revisionists spoke about 
"disarmament" of the capitalist world, but in deeds, they disarmed the 
working class, the dictatorship of the proletariat and the Stalinist World 
Camp. 

The new bourgeoisie used carrot and stick in a "socialist" manner. 
Social-fascism is the counter-revolutionary expression of modern 
revisionism, so to speak, the downside of modern revisionism: 
Socialism in words, and fascism in deeds. 

The social-fascist prisons in the revisionist countries are as brutal and 
inhuman as the old prisons of Czarism and differ only insignificantly 
from the concentration camps of the Hitlerists! 

The counter-revolution, hidden under the guise of Marxism- 
Leninism,this was the counter-revolutionary tactic of modern 
revisionism. 


a: 
What happened in 1956 ? 


Why do we designate 1956 as the year of the open general attack of the modern 
revisionists against Comrade Stalin, against the Soviet Union, against the communist 
world movement, and against communism in general? 

It was the XX. Congress,of the CPSU, which took place in February 1956. 

It was a declaration of capitulation to the capitalist world. 

The XX. Congress of the CPSU was the proclamation of the general-line of the Soviet- 
Revisionists. 

The XX. Congress of the CPSU was the Congress of restoration of capitalism and thus a 
milestone for the restoration of the sole reign of the world bourgeoisie. 

On this congress, the general-line of Comrade Stalin was the first time openly attacked, 
condemned, and the bourgeois course of modern revisionism openly proclaimed. With 
their new general-line the Soviet revisionists tried to subdue the entire international 
communist movement. 

The XX. Congress split the world communist movement. 

From the Stalinist world camp emerged a revisionist world camp, led by Khrushchev, and 
on the other hand the Marxist-Leninist world camp under the leadership of socialist Albania 
with Comrade Enver Hoxhat at the top. 

After the XX. Congress, a sharp struggle between the defenders and traitors of Marxism- 
Leninism broke out which ended with the victory of the defenders of Marxism-Leninism. 
In spite of the traitorous XX. Congress, of the CPSU, Socialist Albania resisted 
successfully all pressure of the encirclement of the whole capitalist-revisionist world. 


The seizure of power of the Soviet revisionists began already with their coup and Stalin's 
assassination in 1953. This was planned and prepared long beforehand, but thwarted by 
Stalin. The Comintern (SH) is convinced that already the VII. World Congress of the 
Comintern was a start signal for the revisionist turn of the international communist 
movement. 

Consequently the XX. Congress,was not the beginning of modern revisionism. It was only 
the point of time when it openly reared its ugly head. 

History has proved that the demise of the Soviet Union were heralded with the revisionist 
theses of the XX. Congress,. 

At the the XX. Congress,, Khrushchev laid the foundation for the internal social fascism 
and external social imperialism . 

As is known, at the XX. Congress,, Khrushchev had impudently attacked Comrade Stalin 
and brutally denounced and condemned unblushingly. This attack was directed against the 
Ath Classics of Marxism-Leninism and thus against Stalinism, the farest developed 
proletarian ideology. Thereby, the modern revisionists had hidden cowardly behind 
Leninism, which they had betrayed just as Stalinism. And, of course, their cheating failed 
because Leninism and Stalinism is absolutely inseparable. 

As soon as this infamous Congress was closed, "the struggle against Stalinism" (de- 
Stalinization) became the preferred weapon of modern revisionists all over the world, in 
order to support the anti-Stalinist propaganda of the world bourgeoisie. 

Anti-Stalinism of the XX. Congress,was the starting point for the creation of a capitalist- 
revisionist world for the purpose to smash the socialist camp of Stalin, and to encircle and 
strangle the last socialist stronghold, Albania. 

The XX. Congress, of the CPSU encouraged and strengthened the worldwide anti- 
communist forces in their struggle against the world socialist revolution, against the 
dictatorship of the world proletariat, against world socialism and world communism. 

The XX. Congress, was not least grist to the mill of those revisionists who had organized 
themselves already before the XX. Congress,, in particular the Yugoslav revisionists, the 
leaders of the VII. World Congress of the Comintern (who later became revisionist leaders 
in their countries), but also Mao Tsetung who initially saw in Khrushchev his ally against 
Stalin. Khrushchev gave him a bone, but Mao disdained it, because his intention was the 
creation of his own Chinese superpower. The criticism of Mao at the XX. Congress of the 
Soviet revisionists was not based on Marxism-Leninism but on Chinese revisionism, 
namely on the Maoist ideology of the second largest rival in the revisionist world camp - 
China. It is impossible to defeat the whole world camp of the modern revisionists, if the 
Marxist-Leninists would side with one revisionist country/revisionist branch against the 
others. Only socialist Albania and the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, with comrade 
Enver Hoxha at the top, struggled principled against the XX. Congress in particular, and 
against the whole international camp of the modern revisionists, in general. 

Defending the whole historical anti-revisionist struggle of the 5 Classics of Marxism- 
Leninism means nothing else than to continue their struggle, namely against neo- 
revisionism, inclusively against all its historical roots of revisionism. 

With the XX. Congress, began simultaneously the separation and final decay of the 
revisionist camp. This was the case with the Yugoslav revisionism, with Chinese 
revisionism, Euro-"Communism" and all the other modern revisionists. 

The XX. Congress, of the CPSU, which was sold as a "creative development" of Marxism- 
Leninism, became a historical line of demarcation between the Marxist-Leninists and the 
modern revisionists. The victory of Marxism-Leninism over the betrayal of the 20th 
Congress led to the molt of modern revisionism. 

Today, the neo-revisionists "condemn" the XX. Congress, in words, however, in deeds they 
follow in the footsteps of the betrayal of the XX. Congress of the CPSU. 

Especially the neo-revisionists in Russia and in the former countries of the Soviet Union 


struggle for the restoration of the power of Soviet revisionism. The social-fascist and 
social-imperialist intentions of the Russian neo-revisionists do not differ essentially from 
those of the Khrushchevites and all those revisionist Soviet leaders who followed them.. 
Thus, the struggle against the aims of the XX. Congress, goes on, even after 60 years. 
This struggle continues only at a higher level, namely between the Stalinist-Hoxhaists and 
the neo-revisionists. Enver Hoxha defeated modern revisionism and we will defeat the 
neo-revisionists ! 


KK* 


As follows, we add some critical Albanian documents related to the 20th Congress of the 
CPSU: 





EXCERPTS OF THE "HISTORY OF THE PLA" 
"The Revisionist Course of the 20th Congress of the CPSU" 
pages 295 - 315 

At the 20th Congress of the CPSU held in February 1956, the Khrushchev group, after 
three years of preparation, unleashed a fierce attack against the fundamental principles of 
Marxism-Leninism and against the Marxist-Leninist general line which had been followed 
by the CPSU under the leadership of J.V. Stalin. 
The report of the CC of the CPSU submitted to the congress by Khrushchev presented a 
number of so-called «new» theses which allegedly represented «a creative development 
of the Marxist-Leninist theory in the conditions created by the changes in the ratio of world 
forces in favour of socialism.» In reality, these theses represented a departure from 
Marxism-Leninism, a revision of it. 
Khrushchev distorted the Leninist teachings on war and peace; he elevated «peaceful 
coexistence between the two systems» to the «general line of the foreign policy» of the 
Soviet Union and all the socialist states. Lenin taught that the fundamental principle of the 
foreign policy of a socialist country and of a communist party is proletarian 
internationalism, and not peaceful coexistence, is «the alliance with the revolutionaries of 
the advanced countries and with all the oppressed peoples against the imperialists of all 
hues.»* 
*V. 1. Lenin, «The Foreign Policy of the Russian Revolution», Collected Works, vol. 25, p. 
86, Alb. ed. 
Khrushchev imposed on the socialist states, on the international communist and workers’ 
movement, all the peoples, the compulsory choice: «either peaceful coexistence or the 
most destructive war in history. There is no third course.» 
Thus, for the sake of peaceful coexistence with imperialism on any terms, the Soviet 
leadership propagated the ideas of giving up class struggle on a world scale, of 
renouncing the revolutionary liberation struggle of the peoples against the imperialist yoke, 


and of withholding the all-out aid which should be given to the freedom-loving peoples by 
the socialist countries and the international communist and workers’ movement. 

It made the solution of the problems of peace and freedom of the peoples conditional on 
the «establishment of friendly relations between the two great powers of the world, the 
Soviet Union and the United States of America.» 

Thus, on the one hand, he spread the false idea that American imperialism, the biggest 
and fiercest enemy of peace and freedom, had given up or might give up its predatory and 
aggressive designs, that socialism would triumph on a world scale through peaceful 
coexistence and peaceful competition between the two systems — the capitalist system 
and the socialist system! On the other hand, the Khrushchev group let the American 
imperialists understand that the dominating economic and military positions of the USA in 
the various countries would not be affected at all, that these countries should accept the 
division and domination of the world by the two great powers which «would ensure peace» 
through their close collaboration, by using all their huge economic and military potential, all 
the means of propaganda and the international organs such as the UNO, etc:.! 
Subordinating the transition to socialism to peaceful coexsistence, Khrushchev laid all the 
emphasis on «peaceful transition» «through the parliamentary road». «In the present-day 
conditions,» he declared, «the working class has the possibility of winning a stable majority 
in parliament and of transforming it from an organ of bourgeois democracy into a weapon 
of the true will of the people, into an organ of true democracy, of democracy for the 
working people»! He described the road of the October Revolution as «correct only under 
those historical conditions»! These theses constituted a negation of the socialist revolution 
and the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

The report of the CC of the CPSU explicitly described Yugoslavia as a «socialist country» 
where «in the process of the building of socialism, original and concrete forms of 
management of the economy and construction of the state apparatus were being 
developed»! This appraisal tore up all the decisions of the Information Bureau on the 
betrayal of the Yugoslav revisionist leadership and supported the Yugoslav road of the 
liquidation of the Marxist-Leninist party and the dictatorship of the proletariat and re- 
establishment of capitalism. 

A still more powerful blow was dealt at the party, the revolution and the dictatorship of the 
proletariat in the «secret» report «On the Cult of the Individual and Its Consequences» that 
was submitted to the delegates of the 20th Congress by Khrushchev. This report 
blackened the glorious road pursued by the Bolshevik Party since the death of V. I. Lenin, 
Calling it a road «full of errors, grave distortions and monstrous crimes.» The responsibility 
for all this was attributed to J.V. Stalin, who for 30 years had led the Party and the Soviet 
state with so much wisdom and ability to victories of historic world importance, and who 
had been acknowledged by the entire international communist movement as a great 
Marxist-Leninist and revolutionary. Distorting documents and using declarations made by 
the enemies of socialism, Khrushchev fabricated the basest slanders and lies to charge 
Stalin with «arbitrary cruelty», with isolation from life and reality», describing him as a 
«despot», «terrorist», «ignoramus», At the same time he announced the rehabilitation of 
enemies of the socialist order who had been condemned as agents of the imperialist 
states. 

The attack was made on J.V. Stalin with the deliberate aim of justifying the liquidation of 
the Marxist-Leninist line of the CPSU as worked out by its former congresses, of having a 
new revisionist political line adopted and of revising Marxism-Leninism. To prepare the 
ground for the attainment of its aims, it was essential for the Khrushchev group to 
denigrate Stalin who had so resolutely defended Marxism-Leninism and had developed it 
further under the new conditions created in the world with the triumph of the October 
Socialist Revolution, with the construction of socialist society in the Soviet Union and with 
the creation of the socialist camp after the Second World War. 


J. V. Stalin had been opposed to the cult of the individual and had often criticized it; he had 
correctly appreciated the role of the masses and had always upheld the principle of 
collective leadership of the Party and the Soviet state. 

But he had not taken adequate measures to restrain the excessive and entirely 
unnecessary praise the Soviet propaganda had lavished on him, especially in the last 
years of his life, under the example and sinister instigation of the masked enemies in the 
leadership of the Party. This was exploited by Khrushchev and company to fabricate the 
so-called «cult of the individual of Stalin», as a main weapon in the struggle against the 
revolution and socialism, speculating with the fact that the cult of the individual is alien and 
detestable to Marxism-Leninism. 

Khrushchev and his group declared the revisionist course of the 20th Congress to be the 
general line of the international communist movement and employed every means to make 
it obligatory on all the communist and workers’ parties. 

The conclusions of the 20th Congress became the ideological nourishment for the 
revisionists of all countries. They were powerful weapons placed in the hands of the 
imperialists and all reactionaries to fight the socialist countries, communism, and the 
revolutionary liberation movement. Encouraged by these conclusions, the enemies of 
communism launched a furious campaign against Marxism-Leninism, especially against 
the revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat. They directed their attack especially 
against the socialist order in the Soviet Union and in the other countries, as well as against 
the communist parties in capitalist countries. In this campaign the 

Yugoslav revisionists claim special distinction. They saw that the course of the 20th 
Congress was in conformity with the road they had long been following. A tense situation 
was being created in the international communist movement. 

Defeat of Attempts to Revise the Line of the PLA 

The 20th Congress of the CPSU encouraged and set in motion the anti-party and hostile 
elements in Albania, too. Great hopes were aroused among them that at last the time had 
come to change the Marxist-Leninist course of the PLA and to regain their lost positions, 
i.e., to start the same process as that going on in the Soviet Union and in certain countries 
of people’s democracy. The Tito clique directly assisted these elements, especially through 
the Yugoslav Legation in Tirana. 

Under its guidance, the organization of an underground counter-revolutionary movement, 
aimed at changing the situation and seizing the reins of the Party and the people’s power, 
was commenced. A number of party members who had been punished for grave offenses, 
and some secret agents of the imperialists and Yugoslav revisionists were included in this 
movement. The anti-party and hostile elements more than anyone else publicized the 20th 
Congress, trying to create a favourable atmosphere for the revision of the Marxist-Leninist 
political line of our Party and for the rehabilitation of Kogi Xoxe, Tuk Jakova, Bedri Spahiu 
and other enemies of the Party and the people. They played down the political and 
economic achievements attained under the guidance of the Party, and talked of the 
existence of «the cult of the individual», of «violations of Leninist norms», of «a harsh 
stand toward the kulaks and other class enemies», of «hesitation and procrastination in 
the improvement of relations with Yugoslavia». They called these «consequences of the 
erroneous views and practices of J. V. Stalin» and put forward the need for the liquidation 
of this line, for measures against those responsible who had permitted such things! In 
Tirana the anti-party elements also took advantage of the lack of vigilance and other 
pronounced weaknesses within the Party Committee of the city of Tirana. 

The revisionists used the Party Conference of the city of Tirana, held in April 1956, to 
launch their attack on the Marxist-Leninist line and the leadership of the Party. Through 
their representatives, whom they had managed to have elected as delegates, they put 
forward their anti-Marxist platform there. At the same time, they demanded the 
postponement of the 3rd Congress, because allegedly more time was needed to re- 


examine the line and make new preparations in the spirit of the 20th Congress of the 
CPSU! As it turned out later, all this had been cooked up behind the scenes by the 
Yugoslav Legation. 

By misusing the internal democracy of the Party, and taking advantage of the passive 
stand of the delegate of the Central Committee, Begir Balluku, the anti-party elements 
created a tense situation at the Conference. The revisionist views were opposed by the 
majority of the delegates, but there were some among them who were swayed by this 
subtle demagogy. 

The Central Committee rightly appraised the situation as very serious and immediately 
concluded that the enemies of the Party and socialism had a finger in this. It sent Comrade 
Enver Hoxha to the Conference. There he unmasked the aims of the revisionists and put 
forward the firm line of the PLA for the preservation of the purity of its revolutionary policy 
and practice. The delegates fully supported this stand of the Party and condemned the 
attempts of the enemies to turn it from its Marxist-Leninist line. The Conference forced the 
anti-party elements to admit from their own mouths the aims and character of their 
counter-revolutionary activity. 

The revisionist plot was defeated. 

Drawing lessons from this event, the Central Committee instructed the whole Party: 
«Therefore, it is impermissible to let vigilance relax in the slightest; we must not allow 
ourselves to be overwhelmed by the feeling of self-satisfaction and allow enemy activity 
free rein.»* 

* Letter of the CC of the PLA to all the party organizations, April 21, 1956. CPA. 

With their eyes opened by this event, the communists mobilized themselves to fight in a 
more revolutionary manner in defence of the line of the Party and for the fulfilment of their 
tasks. 

Meanwhile, Khrushchev, for his part, pressed the Central Committee of the PLA to re- 
examine its general line in the spirit of the conclusions of the 20th Congress of the CPSU 
and to adopt a new line at its 3rd Congress. At first, this pressure was exerted in Moscow 
through Suslov, a member of the Soviet revisionist group. In the name of the CC of the 
CPSU, he demanded, through Liri Belishova, that the leadership of the PLA re-examine, in 
particular, its stand toward the Yugoslav revisionists and the sentences which had been 
pronounced against Kogi Xoxe, Tuk Jakova and the other antiparty elements, because, he 
alleged, «errors could have been committed under the influence of Stalin’s cult of the 
individual.» This demand was repeated in a more open and persistent way by the leader of 
the delegation of the CPSU that had come to Tirana to take part in the 3rd Congress. 

The Plenum of the Central Committee unanimously and unhesitatingly rejected all these 
attempts to revise the correct line of the Party and expressed its determination to continue 
on the course which the PLA had pursued up till that time. 

The 3rd Congress of the PLA began its proceedings as planned, on May 25, 1956, and 
lasted until June 3. It was attended by 670 delegates with deliberative vote and 121 
delegates with consultative vote, representing 41,372 members and 7,272 candidate 
members of the Party. 

The Congress examined the activity of the Central Committee and the whole Party, 
amended the Constitution of the Party and approved the directives for the 2nd Five-year 
Plan. 

The Determination of the Party to Continue. Its Marxist-Leninist Course 

In the conditions of the general onslaught of international revisionism against Marxism- 
Leninism and the pressure exerted by Khrushchev on the PLA, the principal problem was: 
on which course should the Party proceed? The course of the 20th Congress of the CPSU 
or its own Marxist-Leninist course? 

Contrary to what the revisionists demanded, «Having heard and discussed the report ’On 
the Activity of the Central Committee of the PLA,’ delivered by the First Secretary of the 


Central Committee of the PLA, Comrade Enver Hoxha, the 3rd Congress of the Party of 
Labour of Albania decided to fully endorse the political line and practical activity of the 
Central Committee as well as the conclusions and proposals contained in the report. 

The Congress noted with satisfaction that the general political, economic and 
organizational line followed up to now by the Party had been correct.»* 

* Resolution of the 3rd Congress of the PLA. Principal Documents of the PLA, vol. 2, p. 
593, Alb. ed. 

The Congress firmly condemned the activity of the antiparty elements at the Party 
Conference of the city of Tirana and any attempt to revise the political line of the PLA. It 
described as positively correct the measures taken by the Party in strictly applying the 
Marxist-Leninist norms «against all anti-party and deviationist, revisionist, Trotskyite, 
opportunist groups and elements.»** 

** Ibidem, p. 609. 

Dealing with the problem of the class struggle as one of the most important problems over 
which the fight between Marxism-Leninism and revisionism was being waged, the 
Congress considered it «a mistake to think that the class struggle is dying away and that 
the overthrown classes will give up their struggle of their own free will.»*** 

*** Ibidem. 

It instructed the communists not to relax their vigilance even for a second and warned 
them that there would be such elements who «may think that, with the change of the 
situation, the discipline and the vigilance of the party should be changed, too, and that 
everything should be replaced with an opportunist softness, with an easing of class 
struggle..., that the time has come when, under the slogan of democracy, they can violate 
true democracy...»**** 

**** Ibidem, p. 610. 

This is how the Congress faced up to the tense situation that was being created within the 
international communist movement following the 20th Congress of the CPSU. 

Hence the duty to continue the merciless struggle against all opportunist manifestations, 
against the danger of rightism and to preserve the unity and solidarity of the ranks of the 
Party as the most precious thing. 

The 3rd Congress decided unanimously and without the slightest hesitation that the 
Marxist-Leninist course which had been pursued by the Party since its formation should be 
continued in all directions. 

A revolutionary Marxist-Leninist spirit — essentially opposed to the revisionist spirit that 
permeated the conclusions and the decisions of the 20th Congress of the CPSU, ran 
through all the conclusions and decisions of the 3rd Congress of the PLA. 

However, the 3rd Congress did not openly condemn the anti-Marxist theses of the 20th 
Congress of the CPSU. The Central Committee of the PLA had made known to the Soviet 
leadership its opposition and reservations over a number of their theses and actions. At 
the same time, the press of the PRA was intentionally giving various assessments 
practically contrary to those of the 20th Congress. But the PLA in its 3rd Congress could 
not express its opposition and reservations about the conclusions of the 20th Congress of 
the CPSU, because, at that time, such an act would have been to the benefit of the 
enemies of communism who had unleashed a frenzied campaign against the Soviet Union 
and the unity of the socialist camp and the international communist movement. The 
Albanian communists have always felt it their noble internationalist duty to defend the first 
socialist state in the world and the whole socialist camp. Besides this, at that time, the real 
aim that the Khrushchev group hoped to achieve with its new theses was still not well 
recognized. 

The main thing was that the Party of Labour of Albania did not make any concessions of 
principle in the face of the pressure of the Khrushchev group and did not make the 
revisionist course of the 20th Congress of the CPSU the basis of its line as was the case 


with a number of communist and workers’ parties. It preserved its general Marxist-Leninist 
line intact. 





Enver Hoxha 


REJECT THE REVISIONIST THESES OF THE XX 
CONGRESS OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY OF THE 
SOVIET UNION AND THE ANTI-MARXIST STAND OF 
KHRUSHCHEV'S GROUP! 

UPHOLD MARXISM-LENINISM ! 


Speech delivered at the Meeting of 81 Communist and Workers' Parties in 
Moscow on November 16, 1960 
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“The Khrushchevites” 


6. THE OFFICIAL PROCLAMATION OF REVISIONISM 


The 20th Congress of the CPSU. Khrushvhev's theses - the charter of 
modem revisionism. The -secret» report against Stalin. 





The 20th Congress of the CPSU and the 
evolution of modern revisionism 


Agim Popa 
"Albanian Today" No 1 / 1981 


PART Ill 
6. 


The political economics of modern 


Remark: 


revisionism 


What is the revisionist economics of modern revisionism ? 

The economics of modern revisionism is nothing else than bourgeois 
economics of parasitic and dying socialism, is the economics of 
bourgeois socialism, is the economy of the state monopoly capitalism 
of a new type. 

The revisionist political economics is the bourgeois revision of the 
Marxist-Leninist political economics on its (formal) ground , is its 
adaption to the capitalist political economy, for the purpose of the 
restoration of capitalism, for the purpose of the replacement of the 
socialist order through the capitalist order. 

The political economics of modern revisionism is the conciliation of the 
antagonistic contradiction between the socialist and capitalist political 
economics as a condition precedent to the "peaceful" overcoming of 
socialism economy by economic "reforms". 


Please, have also a look at Chapter 7: "The main branches of modern revisionism" 
where you can find additional information on the field of economy. 


The political economy of Marxism has been criticized and attacked, 
when there was still not an economic system of socialism. If we want 
to present the political economy of modern revisionism in power, if we 
want to uncover its roots and causes, then we have to get acquainted 
with the lessons of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism on the 


revisionist views on Marxist political economy. The book of Stalin "The 
economic problems of socialism in the USSR" is of central importance. 
Of further importance is the scientific work of Enver Hoxha, especially 
concerning the restoration of capitalism. 

We must study the political economy of modern revisionism by means 
of the method of dialectical and historical materialism. If we want to 
eliminate the inevitability of the restoration of the revisionist economic 
system on a world scale, we must learn from the mistakes of the past. 
In world socialism the inevitability of the restoration of capitalism is 
eliminated, but not its danger which still exists, as long as the class 
society exists. 

The reflection on the political economics of Albania, the special 
development from socialism to capitalist restoration in this country on 
conditions of capitalist-revisionist encirclement, must not be ignored. 
Both the Soviet Union and Albania built up a socialist economic 
system. Both these economic systems were constructed on the same 
basis principles. At first the Soviet economy (which was built at the 
very first time in history) served the Albanian Economy as a model. 
The crucial difference, however, was that Albania drew valuable 
lessons from the negative consequences of the political economy of 
the revisionist countries. After the betrayal by the Khrushchevite 
revisionists and their flunkeys, Albania, always loyal to Marxism- 
Leninism, continued with success the work for the building of 
socialism. 


Albania took appropriate measures 

to prevent the restoration of capitalism: 

- democratic centralism as a fundamental principle of the organization 
and management of the national exonomy (Article 11 of the 
Constitution of the PSR of Albania); 

- self-reliance as the principal road of the construction of socialism 
(Article 14 of the Constitution of the PSR of Albania); 

- the planned management of the economy; 

- from one five-year plan to the other; 

- advantages of the planned management of the economy; 

- the harmonious development of the national economy; 

- socialist cooperation; 

- the increase of the economic potential of the natural resources; 

- the planned development of new technology; 

- the cencentration of production and its advantages; 

- the productivity of labour. 

CONSTITUTION 

OF THE PEOPLE'S SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF ALBANIA 
Approved by the People's Assembly on December 28, 1976 

THE ECONOMIC ORDER 

Article 16 

The economy of the People's Socialist Republic of Albania is a 
socialist economy which is based on the socialist ownership of the 
means of production. 

In the People's Socialist Republic of Albania there are no exploiting 
classes, private property and the exploitation of man by man have 


been liquidated and are forbidden. 

Article 17 

The socialist property is the inviolable basis of the socialist order, the 
source of the wellbeing of the people and of the might of the 
homeland; it has special protection from the state. 

Socialist property is comprised of the state property and the 
cooperativist property in agriculture. 

Article 18 

State property belongs to the whole people and is the highest form of 
socialist property. 

The following are property of the state alone: the land and 
underground riches, the mines, forests, pastures, waters, natural 
energy resources, the plants, factories, machine and tractor stations, 
the banks, the roads of communication and means of rail, water, and 
air transport, post, telegraph, telephone offices, radio and TV stations, 
cinematography. 

Any other wealth which is created in the state sector or which the state 
gains according to law, is also state property. 

Article 19 

Land is granted for social use to the economic enterprises and state 
institutions, to the agricultural cooperatives and social organizations, 
and for the personal use of individual citizens. Land is granted for use 
free of charge. 

Agricultural land may be used for other purposes only with the consent 
of the respective state organs. 

Article 20 

Protection of the land, natural riches, waters and the atmosphere from 
damage and pollution is a duty of the state, of the economic and social 
organizations, and of all citizens. 

Article 21 

Cooperativist property belongs to the group of working people of the 
countryside, voluntarily united in the agricultural cooperative for the 
purpose of increasing production and wellbeing, for the construction of 
socialism in the countryside and throughout the country. 

The following are property of the agricultural cooperative: buildings, 
machines, equipment, means of transport, tools and implements, 
livestock for work or production, fruit trees, agricultural and livestock 
products, as well as other means necessary for its activity. 

Article 22 

The state supports, the development and strengthening of the 
agricultural cooperatives, their transformation into modern economies 
of large-scale socialist production. 

Under certain circumstances, the state supports the setting up and 
development of higher type cooperatives, in which it participates 
directly with investments, especially in the main means of production. 
The transition of the cooperativist property into property of the entire 
people is done in conformity with the objective conditions, according to 
the free will of the cooperativists and with the consent of the state. 
The state works for the narrowing of distinctions between town and 
country. 

Article 23 

The personal property of the citizens is recognized and protected by 


the state. 

Personal property are: income from work and other lawful sources, 
dwelling houses and other objects which serve to meet personal and 
family material and cultural needs. 

The objects belonging to the cooperativist family on the basis of the 
Constitution of the agricultural cooperative are also personal property. 
Personal property cannot be used to the detriment of the social 
interest. 

Article 24 

When the general interest requires it, certain fixed assets of the 
cooperativist and personal property may be converted into state 
property. The criteria of conversion and the method of payment are 
fixed by law. 

Article 25 

The state organizes, manages, and develops all the economic and 
social life by a unified general plan in order to fulfil the ever increasing 
material and cultural needs of the society, to strengthen the 
independence of the country and defence by constantly increasing and 
perfecting socialist production on the basis of advanced technology. 
Article 26 

For the administration of means which are property of the whole 
people, the state creates economic enterprises which carry on their 
activity guided by the general interests of the society which is 
expressed in the state plan. 

The method of the creation of enterprises and the principles of their 
activity are fixed by law. 

Article 27 

Foreign trade is a monopoly of the state. 

Domestic trade is mainly carried out by the state, which has every 
activity in this field under its control. 

The selling prices of the products of the enterprises as well as the 
prices for state purchase of agricultural and livestock products are 
fixed by the state. 

Article 28 

The granting of concessions to, and the creation of, foreign economic 
and financial companies and other institutions or ones formed jointly 
with bourgeois and revisionist capitalist monopolies and states, as well 
as obtaining credits from them, are prohibited in the People's Socialist 
Republic of Albania. 

Article 29 

Work is the foundation of the entire economic-social life of the country. 
Work is the main source from which every citizen ensures the means 
of livelihood. 

The state works to narrow the differences between mental and 
physical labour, between work in industry and work in agriculture. 
The state takes care of, and adopts measures for safety at work and 
the qualification of the working people. 

Article 30 

In the People's Socialist Republic of Albania the socialist principle 
»from each according to his ability, to each according to his work« is 
implemented. 

Equal pay is guaranteed for equal work. 


* 


To encourage work for the maximum results, the use of material stimuli 
is combined correctly with moral stimuli, giving priority to moral stimuli. 
The fund of social consumption for the fulfilment of the common needs 
of citizens is increased continually in accordance with the possibilities 
created by the development of the country's economy. 

The state exercises control over the amount of work and consumption. 
Article 31 

The citizens pay no levies or taxes whatsoever. 


Comrade Enver Hoxha said in his report to the 7th Congress of the 
PLA: 

"While sanctioning the victories attained and the trends of 
development of the country on the road to socialism, the new 
Constitution also serves as a program of struggle and work for the 
future. Its aim is to give the maximum scope to the development of the 
productive forces and the relations of production of a genuine socialist 
society. 

Summing up the line and experience of our Party in the field of 
development of the socialist revolution, this important document also 
sanctions the juridical, political, ideological and economic dispositions 
to bar the way to revisionism and the restoration of capitalism. In this 
respect, our Constitution constitutes a valuable creative contribution of 
the Party of Labour of Albania to the theory and practice of scientific 
socialism. 

Socialism, said Marx, «... is the class dictatorship of the proletariat, as 
the necessary transit point to the abolition of class distinctions 
generally, to the abolition of all the relations of production on which 
they rest, to the abolition of all the social relations that correspond to 
these relations of production, to the overthrow of all ideas that result 
from these social relations» (K. Marx, F. Engels. Selected Works, vol. 
1. p. 226, Alb. ed.) 

The revisionist theories which claim that in the transitional period the 
leading role of the Party comes to an end, or turns into an educative 
function only, are aimed at leaving the working class and the people 
without a leadership so that the dictatorship of the proletariat and 
socialism can be overthrown and the counterrevolution triumph. 

By placing the principle of the leading role of the Party at the 
foundation of the Constitution, we are defending Marxism-Leninism 
from these frenzied attacks, defending and carrying forward the cause 
of true socialism in Albania. 

The modern revisionists, with the Soviet revisionists in the lead, claim 
that class struggle dies out with the liquidation of the exploiting 
classes. This is a fraud designed to disarm the working class and lull it 
to sleep, to open the way to the restoration of capitalism. This has 
been most clearly proved in the Soviet Union and the other former 
socialist countries, where the new capitalist bourgeoisie has come to 
power. 

Our country's experience refutes these false and capitulationist 
theories about the dying out of the class struggle in socialism... 

Also of great importance for safeguarding the independence of the 
country and the socialist order is the provision in the draft-Constitution 


prohibiting the granting of concessions to foreign countries, the setting 
up of foreign economic and financial companies and other institutions 
or embarking on joint ventures with bourgeois and revisionist capitalist 
monopolies and states, as well as obtaining credits from them. This is 
an extremely important question of principle. No country whatsoever, 
big or small, can build socialism by taking credits and aid from the 
bourgeoisie and the revisionists or by integrating its economy into the 
world system of capitalist economy. Any such linking of the economy 
of a socialist country with the economy of bourgeois or revisionist 
countries opens the doors to the operation of the economic laws of 
capitalism and the degeneration of the socialist order. This is the road 
of betrayal and the restoration of capitalism, which the revisionist 
cliques have pursued and are pursuing. 

The bourgeois-revisionist propaganda endeavours to spread and 
cultivate among the peoples, especially in the developing countries, 
the sense of bowing and submission to the big imperialist powers. The 
Soviet revisionists, in particular, distort the revolutionary essence of 
the principle of self-reliance, labelling it as «slipping into positions of 
narrow nationalism», as «departure from the position of proletarian 
internationalism», as «rejecting reciprocal aid among socialist 
countries». With these anti-Marxist theses they seek to justify their 
policy of imperialist expansion and their practices of capitalist 
exploitation of other countries. Their aim is to undermine the 
confidence of peoples in the possibility of building an independent life, 
and generally, in their existence as free nations. 

While working for the construction of socialism according to the 
principle of self-reliance, our Party has never dreamed of creating an 
autarkic economy, isolated within itself. At the same time, while 
combating any feeling of inferiority and worshipping everything foreign, 
it has not negated the value of progressive world thinking, of the 
achievements of science and technology in other countries. It has 
always prized the revolutionary experience of all peoples, everything 
that serves the cause of the emancipation and progress of mankind." 


It has been the Albanian revisionists with Ramiz Alia at the top who 
violated this socialist constitution and who paved the way for the 
restoration of capitalism in Albania. 


But let's start with the historical roots of modern revisionism, with the 
criticism of one of the first revisionists on the political economy of Karl 
Marx - the Narodniks. 


The modern revisionists in the footsteps of the Narodniks, economists and 
orthodox revisionists 


The ideological struggle of revolutionary Marxism against revisionism 
at the end of the 19th century was the precursor of the Marxist-Leninist 
struggle against modern revisionism. And the ideological struggle 
against modern revisionism was the precursor of today's Stalinist- 
Hoxhaist struggle against neo-revisionism. 

It is the task of the Stalinist-Hoxhaists to pull out the historical roots of 
modern revisionism without which neo-revisionists cannot be defeated 


well and truly. 

If we want to completely unmask neo-revisionism, we must also bring 
to light the revisionist roots on the field of economy. This is a large 
field, and therefore we will only limit ourselves to some characteristical 
features of revisionist economy. 

One of the first revisionist representatives of the critique of political 
economy of Marxism were the "Friends of the People" in Russia at the 
end of the 19th century whose ideology Lenin had smashed ("The 
economic content of Narodism and the criticism of it in Mr. Struve's 
book." Lenin, Volume 1, pages 333ff). Basically the Narodniks denied 
the existence of the economic doctrine of Marxism, and did not 
acknowledge it. In this respect the modern revisionists differed only in 
that they hid the Narodnik’s denial of Marxist economics behind 
Leninism. At Stalin's lifetime the modern revisionists did not act openly. 
In words they recognized the economic doctrines of Stalin, but they 
sabotaged their practical implementation wherever this was possible 
for them: "This and that has to be done because Stalin has 
commanded it." Even what Stalin did not say, was totally irrelevant for 
them. The main thing was that they could hide their vulgarized 
economic formalism behind the name of Stalin. 

The Narodniks argued that one could change the social relations by 
means of abstract ideals of the "critically thinking personality”. In 
contrast, the Marxists connect the question of the role of personality in 
history always with its position within the mode of production. The 
Marxists regard the position of the personality in the context of the 
objective factors of the society, in the context of the classes and their 
class struggle etc. Personalities are product of the historical social- 
economic relations. Individuals depend on the material conditions of 
production. "Not he consciousness determines life but vice versa, life 
determines the consciousness" (Marx and Engels). 

The personality cult, created by the modern revisionists, was in 
essence nothing more than what the Narodniks represented with their 
slogan of the "critically thinking personality". The creators of the 
personality cult were the same ones who celebrated themselves as 
"fighters against the cult of personality" after the death of Stalin. And 
the revisionist leaders, themselves, did not put off to celebrate their 
own personality cult. Behind their cloak of "collective leadership" they 
hid nothing else than their revisionist "freedom" to line their pockets at 
the expense of the working class and all toiling masses. Lenin argued: 
“With the thoroughness of the historical action, the size of the mass 
whose action it is will therefore increase.” (Marx, The Holy Family.) — 
these words express one of the profoundest and most important 
precepts of that historico-philosophical theory which our Narodniks will 
not and cannot understand. As man’s history-making activity grows 
broader and deeper, the size of that mass of the population which is 
the conscious maker of history is bound to increase. The Narodnik, 
however, always regarded the population in general, and the working 
population in particular, as the object of this or that more or less 
sensible measure, as something to be directed along this or that path, 
and never regarded the various classes of the population as 
independent history-makers on the existing path, never asked which 
conditions of the present path might stimulate (or, on the contrary, 


paralyse) the independent and conscious activity of these history- 
makers. ("The Heritage We Renounce"; Lenin, Volume 2, page 524) 
This also applied to the modern revisionists who regarded the 
members of the socialist society as objects which can be exploited in 
the name of "socialism". The "historical creativity" of the modern 
revisionists was nothing else than to increase the profit which they 
squeezed out of the surplus labor of the working class and the working 
people. 

The modern revisionists considered the economics of Stalin as a "step 
backwards", with which they cloaked their own economic 
backwardness. Khrushchev celebrated himself as a "master" of 
agriculture while the grain had to be imported from the United States. 
Consumer goods industry became priority at the expense of heavy 
industry. Consumtion became priority at the expense of the production. 
The working class and the toiling masses produced for the luxurious 
life of the new bourgeoisie, and not for the satisfaction of the needs of 
the socialist society. 

The "goulash communism" of the Khrushchevites served as an empty 
prospect of material welfare in exchange for the toleration of the new 
dictatorship of the modern revisionists (see Lenin's defense of the 
materialist conception of history against the vulgar economic 
materialism of the ‘legal Marxists’, in Lenin's work: "What are the 
‘Friends of the People"). In truth, the modern revisionists acted 
according the slogan:"Enrich yourselves!". The modern revisionists 
had been the parasites who depleted the riches of the socialist 
economy until they were dissipated in luxury, until nothing was left 
over (devil-may-care). 

The goulash communism was created for the purpose to prevent the 
workers from class struggle, and it was issued the slogan of "material 
incentives". The consequence of this revisionist thesis of Knrushchev 
was putting higher the personal, material interest at the expense of the 
welfare of the socialist community. In the centre of the modern 
revisionists was a mere increase in production, the increase in the 
productivity of labor, without a corresponding improvement of the 
socialist relations of production. All this was in open contrast to the 
teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin, and led to the non- 
conformity of the productive forces and production relations and thus 
to the crisis-laden development towards capitalism. 

The modern revisionists were doing nothing more than to cultivate the 
old vulgar socialism of the Narodniks. Lenin exposed the vulgar 
socialism as follows: 

" To look for the fundamental distinguishing feature of the various 
classes of society in their sources of income is to give precedence to 
relations of distribution, which in reality are only a consequence of 
relations of production. This error was long ago pointed out by Marx, 
who described as vulgar socialists those who failed to see it. The 
fundamental criterion by which classes are distinguished is the place 
they occupy in social production, and, consequently, the relation in 
which they stand to the means of production". (Vulgar Socialism and 
Narodism as Resurrected by the Socialist-Revolutionaries; Lenin, 
Volume 6, page 262) 

"The basic thesis | am advancing against the Socialist-Revolutionaries, 


and for an appraisal of all aspects of the activities (and of the whole 
essence) of this trend is as follows: the entire trend of the Socialist- 
Revolutionaries, and their party as a whole, is nothing but an attempt 
by the petty-bourgeois Intelligentsia at escamotage of our working- 
class movement, and, consequently, the whole of the socialist and the 
whole of the revolutionary movement in Russia. Escamotage means 
deception, fraudulent appropriation of the results of the labour of 
others and thus rendering this labour useless, trickery, swindling, etc. 
("The Basic Thesis Against the Socialist-Revolutionaries"; Volume 6, 
page 273) 

This would be Lenin's basic thesis against the modern revisionists, if 
he would be still alive. 

For the "legal Marxists" was economic materialism a theoretical 
weapon in the fight against the materialist conception of history and a 
means of justification of capitalism. The modern revisionists used the 
economic materialism as a theoretical weapon in their fight for the 
restoration of capitalism, for their graded "reforms" towards capitalism 
in order to curb the influence of the socialist working class, to 
condemn them as the passive rearguard, and eventually to eliminate 
completely the influence of the workers on the economy. The modern 
revisionists liked it to speak about "non-influenceability" and 
"invincibility" of socialism. But in truth they understood this as the 
"unalterable and insurmountable" return of socialism to capitalism, to 
like it or lump it. 

"The socialist economy is prospering, production takes its course, we 
are all always better off in socialism, socialism forges ahead!" - That 
was the hackneyed mantra, with which the modern revisionists 
justified their bureaucratic-administrative measures for the 
transformation of the socialist economy into state capitalism. 

The renunciation of the Stalinist economy had been declared as an 
alleged "return" to the Leninist socialist economy. The modern 
revisionists condamned the Stalinist economy, but in truth, they 
refused the entire economic doctrine of Marxism-Leninism behind 
which they had hidden themselves. Enver Hoxha wrote in 1954 - one 
year after Stalin's death -: 

"Voroshilov began to tell me that «Stalin made mistakes in the line of 
the party, he was brutal, and so savage that you could not discuss 
anything with him.» Voroshilov went on, «He even allowed crimes to 
be committed, and he must bear responsibility for this. He made 
mistakes also in the field of the development of the economy, therefore 
it is not right to describe him as the ‘architect of the construction of 
socialism’. Stalin did not have correct relations with the other parties..." 
("The Khrushchevites") 

These are the same abstract, moralizing, subjectivistic utterances (to 
put it mildly!), as they were already used earlier by the Narodniks. Just 
as the Narodniks tried to explain the development of capitalism with 
their vulgar evolutionism, the modern revisionists followed the path of 
passivity and adaptation, only that they hid their vulgar evolutionism of 
socialism behind Marxism-Leninism. The mask slipped with the 20th 
Congress. 

The Stalinist theory of economics had been jettisoned, and was 
replaced by practicality, "enlightened" by the bourgeois ideology of 


pragmatism. 

"The workers limit themselves to the economic struggle, and relinquish 
the politics in favour to the bureaucrats-technicrats." 

This is tantamount to what Lenin described in his book "What is to be 
done?": 

The fundamental political tendency of Economism: 

Let the workers carry on the economic struggle (it would be more 
correct to say the trade unionist struggle, because the latter also 
embraces specifically working class politics) and let the Marxist 
intelligentsia merge with the liberals for the political “struggle.” Thus, 
trade-unionist work “among the people” meant fulfilling the first part of 
this task, while legal criticism meant fulfilling the second. This 
statement was such an excellent weapon against Economism that, 
had there been no Credo, it would have been worth inventing one." 
(Lenin, what is to be done?, Volume 5, paged 363-364) 

The essence of economism is the ideological defence of the 
spontaneous economical movement, on the one hand, and the 
flattening or blunting of the Marxist theory, on the other hand. The 
economists denied the necessity of increasing the level of 
revolutionary consciousness of the masses. The economists discarded 
the leading role of the Bolshevik party [The modern revisionists had 
deleted the appendix ("B") of the name "CPSU", for the purpose to 
open the door for the merger of Bolshevism and Menshevism]. This 
was equivalent to the effect that the masses were at the mercy of the 
new bourgeoisie. The CPSU was not formally liquidated by the 
modern revisionists, namely to prevent the foundation of a genuine 
new Bolshevik party. 

The "criticism" of the Stalinist economy of socialism in the USSR was 
a new form of opportunism which paved the way towards restoration of 
capitalism. 

Every deviation from the Stalinist economy of socialism in the USSR 
meant nothing else but to strengthen the ideology of modern 
revisionism. 

The economic interests of the new bourgeoisie played an important 
role, but they could only be satisfied by the political transformation of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat into the dictatorship of the 
bourgeoisie. The new bourgeoisie did not restore capitalism by first 
seizing the economic power, but reversed, by the seizure of political 
power. 

The bureaucrat felt so powerful that they "decided" to disregard the 
objective laws of economic development of socialism. Their pragmatic 
motto was: "Everything that is profitable in the present moment, is 
good." 

Whether first by the Narodniks in the period of capitalism, or by the 
modern revisionists in the period of socialism, the impossibility of the 
invalidation of the objective laws of political economy were denied by 
both of them. 

The ‘legal Marxists’ claimed that Lenin's proletarian partisanship would 
be "polemical" and "tendentious". The modern revisionists replaced 
proletarian partisanship with the revisionist slogan of "the interests of 
the whole people" (objectivism - the mask for bourgeois partisanship 
within the socialist society). 


The modern revisionists transfered Struve's objectivism of 
"insurmountable historical tendencies" into socialism. In contrast, we 
intensify our class struggle for the defence of socialism. Hegemony of 
the working class means absolute leadership of the working class for 
the economical construction of socialism, means principled struggle 
against the counter-revolution of the modern revisionists, against 
restoration of capitalism. 

Against Struve, Lenin defended the Marxist conception of the state 
that is not above the classes, but in the service of the ruling class. 
Khrushchev's "state of the whole people" therefore comes from the 
arsenal of the old Russian revisionism. The socialist state is an organ 
of power of the ruling working class. The bureaucracy is a bourgeois 
institution. Lenin stressed: 

"Every bureaucracy, by its historical origin, its contemporary source, 
and its purpose, is Purely and Exclusively a bourgeois institution" 
(Lenin, Volume 1; "The Economic Content of Narodism and the 
Criticism of it in Mr. Struve's Book"; Chapter II: A Criticism of Narodnik 
Sociology) 

In his book "Critical Remarks on the economic development in Russia" 
(1894), Struve, leader of the ‘legal Marxism’, eliminated the Marxist 
theory of class struggle, of the proletarian revolution and the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. And the modern revisionists entered into 
Struve's footsteps. 

"Let's be apprenticed to capitalism which understands practical 
economic activity. Socialism does not understand economic 
management as good as capitalism!" - That was both the guideline of 
the old revisionists and that of modern revisionists. 

The Bernsteinites propagated the "economic materialism" , the theory 
of the "blunting" of antagonistic contradictions in capitalism. They 
preached the peaceful transition of capitalism into socialism. 

And the modern revisionists preached alike the decrease of social 
contradictions in socialism. Their anti-Stalinism was this: propagating 
the thesis of the decline of class struggle under socialism. 

The revisionists denied the Marxist "theory of the collapse of 
capitalism." This theory would be allegedly "untenable, because 
capitalism would be subjected to the tendency of blunting of class 
antagonisms". 


KK 


In the 30s , the first "theories" about the "market socialism" appeared, 
mainly in the West. 

The theory of the "socialist market economy" was created by the "neo- 
classical school". This is a bourgeois theory which serves to the 
restoration of private property and capitalist production relations. The 
old socialist elements of the economy "coexisted" and "interacted" with 
the new capitalist elements of the economy in a kind of "hybrid" 
economy. 

This has nothing to do with the Leninist theory of the NEP because the 
NEP was carried out under the dictatorship of the proletariat. The 
modern revisionists derived from this theory the "mixed socialist 
economy" as a theory of convergence of the two economic systems, in 


order to justify their restoration of capitalism and in order to prepare for 
the integration into the world capitalist economic system. This "theory" 
excluded the leading role of the dictatorship of the proletariat on the 
field of the control of the economy. The predominance of socialist 
property was negated and the planned socialist economy reduced to a 
minimum. The general trend of "economic reforms" Khrushchev was 
characterized by the decentralization of economic management and its 
disengagement from the political bodies, which came closer and closer 
to the so called "self-administration" in Yugoslavia. (see: chapter 
"Yugoslav revisionism") 

The economic reforms of the modern revisionists were evocative of 
the attempts of former opponents of Lenin in the early years of the 
Soviet state. The Trotskyist "Workers Opposition" tried to separate the 
economic management from the dictatorship of the proletariat and to 
transfer it directly to the "producers". As is known, Lenin and Stalin 
have successfully combated this Trotskyist conception. The "Workers 
Opposition" was smashed. 

The modern revisionists "planned" for the market - namely with the 
intention to expand the space for the law of value. 

In defiance of the socialist relations of property, the modern 
revisionists resorted to the Kautskyite "theory of productive forces", the 
alleged driving force of "market socialism". 

The modern revisionists claimed that socialism would have manifold 
common features with the state monopoly capitalism, and that state 
capitalism would lead peacefully into socialism. The bourgeois- 
revisionist "theoreticians" even represented the view that the socialist 
and capitalist nationalization would be essentially the same. In 
contrast, Comrade Enver represented the Marxist-Leninist view that 
capitalist nationalization changes nothing at the exploitation character 
of the bourgeois state, and this has nothing in common with socialist 
nationalization. The socialist state and the capitalist state belong to 
two contrary social formations that are mutually exclusive. The 
capitalist state (inclusively the nationalization) exists only as long as 
the exploitation and oppression of the proletariat and the laboring 
masses is maintained. In contrast, the socialist state can only be built 
upon the ruins of the capitalist state, destroyed by the violent socialist 
revolution. There is no socialist state without the armed dictatorship of 
the proletariat. There is no socialist property at the means of 
production without the socialist state. 


There was no restoration of capitalism in China 

- because Chinese socialism never existed. 

It is known that also Mao Tse Tung had been a representative of 
"market socialism" and that the Chinese "market-socialism" has 
nothing to do with the socialism of the Soviet Union of Lenin and 
Stalin. As Comrade Enver Hoxha stressed, the Chinese economy has 
led not once and not in any historical stage onto the road of socialist 
development. 

As in all other areas, the Chinese revisionists also in the economic 
field propagated reformist, opportunist and revisionist views which 
openly contradict the teachings of Marxism-Leninism, the experience 


of the great October Socialist Revolution and practice of socialist 
construction. 

In China rules the law of capitalism. 

By initiative of the Chinese revisionists, China was transformed into a 
paradise of foreign monopoly capital. 

In theory and practice the Chinese revisionists represented the 
opportunist theory of "gradual integration of the capitalist economy into 
socialist economy". 

This contradicts the principles of Marxism-Leninism: unconditional 
expropriation of the bourgeoisie by the proletariat and socialization of 
the means of production. This Marxist-Leninist principle was never 
applied in China. 

It is a socialist principle, to rely on one's own forces. But instead, the 
Chinese economy was dependent on foreign loans. Today, as a 
superpower, the Chinese imperialist bourgeoisie enriches herself by 
her own loans that she grants foreign States. For instance, the entire 
African continent is already for the most part in the hands of Chinese 
imperialists. 

China develops economy with the aim of becoming the dominators of 
the whole world. 

The ideological basis of the capitalist Chinese economy is still the 
"Mao Tsetung Ideas", and the "teachings" of Deng Hsiao Ping. Mao 
Tse Tung preached that the development of capitalism supposedly 
would be "in the interests of the people" , that the antagonistic 
contradictions between the working class and the big bourgeoisie 
would be allegedly "contradictions among the people" and that they 
are resolved by peaceful means. 

In contrast to Mao tse tung, Marx and Engels, Lenin and Stalin gave 
the proletariat and the oppressed masses scientific socialism. They 
discovered the general laws of socialist construction, as the 
implementation of the violent revolution, the establishment unf ongoing 
consolidation of the proletarian dictatorship, the socialization of the 
means of production, strengthen the leading role of the Marxist- 
Leninist party, etc. They have demonstrated that the class-struggle 
and the proletarian revolution are not an end in itself, that the liberation 
of the oppressed classes is achieved by them, the conditions for their 
integral development and basis of raising the general standard, and 
the general prosperity of the living of the toiling masses. 

On Comrade Stalin, the 4th Classic of Marxism-Leninism, the Chinese 
revisionists wasted no words, although it was Comrade Stalin who had 
famously further developed the Marxist-Leninist theory of socialist 
construction and its transition to communism in theory and practice. If 
the Chinese revisionists actual would have been true anti- 
Khrushchevites, if they had actually been defenders of Comrade Stalin 
against the treachery of the Soviet revisionists, then they would 
implement the teachings of Stalinism in theory and practice - namely, 
just as the Albanians. However, Mao tsetung and the other Chinese 
leaders were always anti-Stalinists in deeds. The revisionists capitalist 
views and compliance of their capitalist practices, propagated by the 
Chinese revisionists, were and remain as in all other areas - 
particularly in the area of economy - anti-Marxist and reactionary. 


* KK 


Hungary may be referred to as a hybrid model. Hungary had dropped 
the "socialist" mask very early and has moved quickly to capitalist 
forms of private property. The Hungarian model was inspired in 
particular by the decentralism and the "self-management" of 
Yugoslavia. 

Most widespread was the "theory" of "market socialism" by the Euro 
"communists". They called it "socialist economy without dogmatism". 
We recommend to study of the Book of Enver Hoxha: "Euro- 
communism is anti-communism") 

In April 1908, Lenin wrote his famous work on "Marxism and 
Revisionism". In "Marxism and Revisionism", Lenin unmasked 
revisionism also on the field of economy: 

Passing to political economy, it must be noted first of all that in this 
sphere the “amendments” of the revisionists were much more 
comprehensive and circumstantial; attempts were made to influence 
the public by “new data on economic development”. It was said that 
concentration and the ousting of small-scale production by large-scale 
production do not occur in agriculture at all, while they proceed very 
slowly in commerce and industry. It was said that crises had now 
become rarer and weaker, and that cartels and trusts would probably 
enable capital to eliminate them altogether. It was said that the “theory 
of collapse” to which capitalism is heading was unsound, owing to the 
tendency of class antagonisms to become milder and less acute. It 
was said, finally, that it would not be amiss to correct Marx’s theory of 
value, too, in accordance with Bohm-Bawerk. 

The fight against the revisionists on these questions resulted in as 
fruitful a revival of the theoretical thought in international socialism as 
did Engels’s controversy with Duhring twenty years earlier. The 
arguments of the revisionists were analysed with the help of facts and 
figures. It was proved that the revisionists were systematically painting 
a rose-coloured picture of modern small-scale production. The 
technical and commercial superiority of large-scale production over 
small-scale production not only in industry, but also in agriculture, is 
proved by irrefutable facts. But commodity production is far less 
developed in agriculture, and modern statisticians and economists are, 
as arule, not very skilful in picking out the special branches 
(sometimes even the operations) in agriculture which indicate that 
agriculture is being progressively drawn into the process of exchange 
in world economy. Small-scale production maintains itself on the 
ruins of natural economy by constant worsening of diet, by chronic 
starvation, by lengthening of the working day, by deterioration in the 
quality and the care of cattle, in a word, by the very methods whereby 
handicraft production maintained itself against capitalist manufacture. 
Every advance in science and technology inevitably and relentlessly 
undermines the foundations of small-scale production in capitalist 
society; and it is the task of socialist political economy to investigate 
this process in all its forms, often complicated and intricate, and to 
demonstrate to the small producer the impossibility of his holding his 
own under capitalism, the hopelessness of peasant farming under 
capitalism, and the necessity for the peasant to adopt the standpoint of 


the proletarian. On this question the revisionists sinned, in the 
scientific sense, by superficial generalisations based on facts selected 
one-sidedly and without reference to the system of capitalism as a 
whole. From the political point of view, they sinned by the fact that they 
inevitably, whether they wanted to or not, invited or urged the peasant 
to adopt the attitude of a small proprietor (i.e., the attitude of the 
bourgeoisie) instead of urging him to adopt the point of view of the 
revolutionary proletarian. 

The position of revisionism was even worse as regards the theory of 
crises and the theory of collapse. Only for a very short time could 
people, and then only the most short-sighted, think of refashioning the 
foundations of Marx’s theory under the influence of a few years of 
industrial boom and prosperity. Realities very soon made it clear to the 
revisionists that crises were not a thing of the past: prosperity was 
followed by a crisis. The forms, the sequence, the picture of particular 
crises changed, but crises remained an inevitable component of the 
capitalist system. While uniting production, the cartels and trusts at the 
same time, and in a way that was obvious to all, aggravated the 
anarchy of production, the insecurity of existence of the proletariat and 
the oppression of capital, thereby intensifying class antagonisms to an 
unprecedented degree. That capitalism is heading for a break-down— 
in the sense both of individual political and economic crises and of the 
complete collapse of the entire capitalist system—has been made 
particularly clear, and on a particularly large scale, precisely by the 
new giant trusts. The recent financial crisis in America and the 
appalling increase of unemployment all over Europe, to say nothing of 
the impending industrial crisis to which many symptoms are pointing— 
all this has resulted in the recent “theories” of the revisionists having 
been forgotten by everybody, including, apparently, many of the 
revisionists themselves. But the lessons which this instability of the 
intellectuals had given the working class must not be forgotten. 

As to the theory of value, it need only be said that apart from the 
vaguest of hints and sighs, a la Bohm-Bawerk, the revisionists have 
contributed absolutely nothing, and have therefore left no traces 
whatever on the development of scientific thought. 

Wherein lies its inevitability [of revisionism — editor's note] in capitalist 
society? Why is it more profound than the differences of national 
peculiarities and of degrees of capitalist development? Because in 
every capitalist country, side by side with the proletariat, there are 
always broad strata of the petty bourgeoisie, small proprietors. 
Capitalism arose and is constantly arising out of small production. A 
number of new “middle strata” are inevitably brought into existence 
again and again by capitalism (appendages to the factory, work at 
home, small workshops scattered all over the country to meet the 
requirements of big industries, such as the bicycle and automobile 
industries, etc.). These new small producers are just as inevitably 
being cast again into the ranks of the proletariat. It is quite natural that 
the petty-bourgeois world-outlook should again and again crop up in 
the ranks of the broad workers’ parties. It is quite natural that this 
should be so and always will be so, right up to the changes of fortune 
that will take place in the proletarian revolution. For it would be a 
profound mistake to think that the “complete” proletarianisation of the 


majority of the population is essential for bringing about such a 
revolution. What we now frequently experience only in the domain of 
ideology, namely, disputes over theoretical amendments to Marx; what 
now crops up in practice only over individual side issues of the labour 
movement, as tactical differences with the revisionists and splits on 
this basis—is bound to be experienced by the working class on an 
incomparably larger scale when the proletarian revolution will sharpen 
all disputed issues, will focus all differences on points which are of the 
most immediate importance in determining the conduct of the masses, 
and will make it necessary in the heat of the fight to distinguish 
enemies from friends, and to cast out bad allies in order to deal 
decisive blows at the enemy. (Lenin, Volume 15, pages 29-39) 

The modern revisionists availed themselves of such remainders 
capitalist forms under socialism, which they could re-fill with the old 
capitalist content. The revisionist course of the development of money- 
commodity relationship, the profit motive as an alleged "measure to 
increase the effectiveness of socialist production", all this led inevitably 
to capitalist categories. These were such categories as the average 
rate of profit, the price of production, the development of spontaneous 
market forces, etc. etc.. 

The modern revisionists followed the thesis that the law of value under 
socialism would regulate the prices both on the field of the consumer 
goods and the means of production. Just as in capitalism all the prices 
would be based on the price of production. In the socialist economy, 
however, is no place for such a capitalist modification of the value as 
an expression of the producer price. 

And the revisionist "theory of optimal plan" contradicts both the law of 
planned and proportioned development of the economy and the 
democratic centralism of the political economy of socialism. 

The modern revisionists promoted the decentralization of the economy 
and relied on the so-called "self-regulation" of the economy. All these 
revisionist economic theories were in the service of the revisionists to 
the restoration of capitalism and justified as alleged "advancement of 
socialist economy", "perfection of the socialist economy", etc., etc.. 
However, no genuine socialist economy can be bases on capitalist 
mechanisms. Since, where socialism is "self regulated", it is capitalist 
regulated. A socialist economy without democratic centralism and 
without planning is impossible, is nothing but capitalist economy. 

The same applies to the credits. Enver Hoxha has always strictly 
condemned the revisionist attitude to receive credits from the 
capitalists. Even in the Albanian Constitution credits from capitalist 
countries were banned: 

Article 28: 

The granting of concessions to, and the creation of, foreign economic 
and financial companies and other institutions or ones formed jointly 
with bourgeois and revisionist capitalist monopolies and states, as well 
as obtaining credits from them, are prohibited in the People's Socialist 
Republic of Albania. 

Can there be any socialism, which is built upon loans from capitalists, 
upon capitalist economy upon socialist soil? 

The capitalists have never supported the economy of their gravedigger 
voluntarily! 


Such a thing is only possible in revisionist countries! 

Lenin's criticism at the economists, formulated in his famous book 
"What is to be done?" in 1902, was written in defense of the Marxist 
conception of the relationship between the economic and political form 
of class struggle which is determined by the policy of the proletariat. 
Lenin defended the Marxist thesis of the primacy of the political 
struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie. Each class struggle 
in society, whether under capitalism or socialism, has its economic 
roots and conditions, but it does not follow that the economic struggle 
would thereby attains preferential importance : 

The fact that economic interests play a decisive role does not in the 
least imply that the economic (i.e., trade union) struggle is of prime 
importance; for the most essential, the “decisive” interests of classes 
can be satisfied only by radical political changes in general. In 
particular the fundamental economic interests of the proletariat can be 
satisfied only by a political revolution that will replace the dictatorship 
of the bourgeoisie by the dictatorship of the proletariat. Krichevsky 
repeats the arguments of the “V. V.’s of Russian Social-Democracy” 
(viz., that politics follows economics, etc.) and of the Bernsteinians of 
German Social-Democracy (e.g., by similar arguments Woltmann 
sought to prove that the workers must first of all acquire “economic 
power” before they can think about political revolution. (Lenin, Volume 
5, Chapter Il; The Spontaneity of the Masses and the Consciousness 
of the Social-Democrats; C. The Self-Emancipation Group and 
Rabocheye Dyelo [Note]) 

“Everyone agrees” that it is necessary to develop the political 
consciousness of the working class. The question is, how that is to be 
done and what is required to do it. The economic struggle merely 
“impels” the workers to realise the government's attitude towards the 
working class. Consequently, however much we may try to “lend the 
economic, struggle itself a political character”, we shall never be able 
to develop the political consciousness of the workers (to the level of 
Social-Democratic political consciousness) by keeping within the 
framework of the economic struggle, for that framework is too narrow. 
The Martynov formula has some value for us, not because it illustrates 
Martynov’s aptitude for confusing things, but because it pointedly 
expresses the basic error that all the Economists commit, namely, their 
conviction that it is possible to develop the class political 
consciousness of the workers from within, so to speak, from their 
economic struggle, i.e., by making this struggle the exclusive (or, at 
least, the main) starting-point, by making it the exclusive (or, at least, 
the main) basis. Such a view is radically wrong. Piqued by our 
polemics against them, the Economists refuse to ponder deeply over 
the origins of these disagreements, with the result that we simply 
cannot understand one another. It is as if we spoke in different 
tongues. 

Class political consciousness can be brought to the workers only from 
without, that is, only from outside the economic struggle, from outside 
the sphere of relations between workers and employers. The sphere 
from which alone it is possible to obtain this knowledge is the sphere 
of relationships of all classes and strata to the state and the 


government, the sphere of the interrelations between all classes. For 
that reason, the reply to the question as to what must be done to bring 
political knowledge to the workers cannot be merely the answer with 
which, in the majority of cases, the practical workers, especially those 
inclined towards Economism, mostly content themselves, namely: “To 
go among the workers.” To bring political knowledge to the workers the 
Social Democrats must go among all classes of the population; they 
must dispatch units of their army in all directions. 

The spontaneous working-class movement is by itself able to create 
(and inevitably does create) only trade-unionism, and working-class 
trade-unionist politics is precisely working-class bourgeois politics. 
(Lenin, Volume 5, "What is to be done?"; Chapter III; Trade-Unionist 
Politics And Social-Democratic Politics; E. The Working Class As 
Vanguard Fighter For Democracy) 

So, incidentally, the Chinese revisionists argue similarily: "First build 
up the (capitalist) economic power, then China could be transformed 
into 'communism' !" - This is the motto of today's Chinese social- 
imperialists. Stalin has correctly defended Leninism in this question: 
Even under socialism politics can not be separated from economics. 
The Economics does not set aside the policy. Policy does not follow 
economy. 

Conversely, the economic is dominated by the proletarian policy. The 
socialist society is still based on classes. Therefore class-struggle in 
socialism is still unavoidable. Social injustices are still not completely 
eliminated and thus the dictatorship of the proletariat determines the 
socialist economy. 

Lenin teaches us: 

Socialism means the abolition of classes. The dictatorship of the 
proletariat has done all it could to abolish classes. But classes cannot 
be abolished at one stroke. 

And classes still remain and will remain in the era of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. The dictatorship will become unnecessary when 
classes disappear. Without the dictatorship of the proletariat they will 
not disappear. 

Classes have remained, but in the era of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat every class has undergone a change, and the relations 
between the classes have also changed. The class struggle does not 
disappear under the dictatorship of the proletariat; it merely assumes 
different forms. 

Under capitalism the proletariat was an oppressed class, a class which 
had been deprived of the means of production, the only class which 
stood directly and completely opposed to the bourgeoisie, and 
therefore the only one capable of being revolutionary to the very end. 
Having overthrown the bourgeoisie and conquered political power, the 
proletariat has become the ruling class; it wields state power, it 
exercises control over means of production already socialised; it 
guides the wavering and intermediary elements and classes; it 
crushes the increasingly stubborn resistance of the exploiters. All 
these are specific tasks of the class struggle, tasks which the 
proletariat formerly did not and could not have set itself. 

The class of exploiters, the landowners and capitalists, has not 
disappeared and cannot disappear all at once under the dictatorship of 


the proletariat. The exploiters have been smashed, but not destroyed. 
They still have an inter national base in the form of international 
capital, of which they are a branch. They still retain certain means of 
production in part, they still have money, they still have vast social 
connections. Because they have been defeated, the energy of their 
resistance has increased a hundred and a thousandfold. (Lenin, 
Volume 30; Economics And Politics In The Era Of The Dictatorship Of 
The Proletariat, October 1919) 

Whoever ignores this truth of Leninism (as the modern revisionists 
have done it), and whoever denies that the socialist class society 
inevitably always still provides a soil for capitalism, whoever denies the 
necessity of the most energetic class struggle in socialism, makes 
himself the accomplice of international capital. Even the absolutely 
strongest socialist economy leads unavoidably to the restoration of 
capitalism, without strengthening the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
Anything else is suicidal for the socialist society. Whoever falsifies the 
laws of political economy of socialism, whoever liquidates them, 
whoever disregards them, paves the way to the restoration of the 
political economy of capitalism. 


KK 


Harmonization 
of social productive forces and relations of production 
- the universal economical principle of society's development - 


The modern revisionists had an anti-Marxist conception of the role of 
the productive forces and the relations of production. Stalin refuted this 
revisionist views of Yaroshenko brilliantly as follows: 

To describe Comrade Yaroshenko's opinion in a couple of words, it 
should be said that it is un-Marxist -- and, hence, profoundly 
erroneous. 

Comrade Yaroshenko's chief error is that he forsakes the Marxist 
position on the question of the role of the productive forces and of the 
relations of production in the development of society, that he 
inordinately overrates the role of the productive forces, and just as 
inordinatery underrates the role of the relations of production, and 
ends up by declaring that under socialism the relations of production 
are a component part of the productive forces. 

Comrade Yaroshenko is prepared to grant the relations of production a 
certain role under the conditions of "antagonistic class contradictions," 
inasmuch as there the relations of production "run counter to the 
development of the productive forces." But he confines it to a purely 
negative role, the role of a factor which retards the development of the 
productive forces, which fetters their development. Any other 
functions, positive functions, of the relations of production, Comrade 
Yaroshenko fails to see. 

As to the socialist system, where "antagonistic class contradictions" 
no longer exist, and where the relations of production "no longer run 
counter to the development of the productive forces," here, according 
to Comrade Yaroshenko, the relations of production lose every vestige 
of an independent role, they cease to be a serious factor of 


development, and are absorbed by the productive forces, becoming a 
component part of them. Under socialism, Comrade Yaroshenko says, 
"men's production relations become part of the organization of the 
productive forces, as a means, an element of their organization." 
Comrad Yaroshenko concludes that there cannot be a single political 
economy for all social formations, that there must be two political 
economies: one for pre-socialist social formations, the subject of 
investigation of which is men's relations production, and the other for 
the socialist system, the subject of investigation of which should be not 
the production, i.e., the economic, relations, but the rational 
organization of the productive forces. 

What can be said of this opinion? 

It is not true, in the first place, that the role of the relations of 
production in the history of society has been confined to that of a 
brake, a fetter on the development of the productive forces. When 
Marxists speak of the retarding role of the relations of production, it is 
not all relations of production they have in mind, but only the old 
relations of production, which no longer conform to the growth of the 
productive forces and, consequently, retard their development. But, as 
we know, besides the old, there are also new relations of production, 
which supersede the old. Can it be said that the role of the new 
relations of production is that of a brake on the productive forces? No, 
it cannot. On the contrary, the new relations of production are the chief 
and decisive force, the one which in fact determines the further, and, 
moreover, powerful, development of the productive forces, and without 
which the latter would be doomed to stagnation, as is the case today 
in the capitalist countries. 

Nobody can deny that the development of the productive forces of 
our Soviet industry has made tremendous strides in the period of the 
five-year plans. But this development would not have occurred if we 
had not, in October 1917, replaced the old, capitalist relations of 
production by new, socialist relations of production. Without this 
revolution in the production, the economic, relations of our country, our 
productive forces would have stagnated, just as they are stagnating 
today in the capitalist countries. 

Nobody can deny that the development of the productive forces of 
our agriculture has made tremendous strides in the past twenty or 
twenty-five years. But this development would not have occurred if we 
had not in the ‘thirties replaced the old, capitalist production relations 
in the countryside by new, collectivist production relations. Without this 
revolution in production, the productive forces of our agriculture would 
have stagnated, just as they are stagnating today in the capitalist 
countries. 

Of course, new relations of production cannot, and do not, remain 
new forever; they begin to grow old and to run counter to the further 
development of the productive forces; they begin to lose their role of 
principal mainspring of the productive forces, and become a brake on 
them. At this point, in place of these production relations which have 
become antiquated, new production relations appear whose role it is to 
be the principal mainspring spurring the further development of the 
productive forces. 

This peculiar development of the relations of production from the 


role of a brake on the productive forces to that of the principal 
mainspring impelling them forward, and from the role of principal 
mainspring to that of a brake on the productive forces, constitutes one 
of the chief elements of the Marxist materialist dialectics. Every novice 
in Marxism knows that nowadays. But Comrade Yaroshenko, it 
appears, does not know it. 

It is not true, in the second place that the production, i.e., the 
economic, relation lose their independent role under socialism, that 
they are absorbed by the productive forces, that social production 
under socialism is reduced to the organization of the productive forces. 
Marxism regards social production as an integral whole which has two 
inseparable sides: the productive forces of society (the relation of 
society to the forces of nature, in contest with which it secures the 
material values it needs), and the relations of production (the relations 
of men to one another in the process of production). These are two 
different sides of social production, although they are inseparably 
connected with one another. And just because they constitute different 
sides of social production, they are able to influence one another. To 
assert that one of these sides may be absorbed by the other and be 
converted into its component part, is to commit a very grave sin 
against Marxism. 

Marx said: 

"In production, men not only act on nature but also on one another. 
They produce only by cooperating in a certain way and mutually 
exchanging their activities. In order to produce, they enter into definite 
connections and relations with one another and only within these 
social connections and relations does their action on nature, does 
production take place." 

Consequently, social production consists of two sides, which, 
although they are inseparably connected, reflect two different 
categories of relations: the relations of men to nature (productive 
forces), and the relations of men to one another in the process of 
production (production relations). Only when both sides of production 
are present do we have social production, whether it be under the 
socialist system or under any other social formation. 

Comrade Yaroshenko, evidently, is not quite in agreement with 
Marx. He considers that this postulate of Marx is not applicable to the 
socialist system. Precisely for this reason he reduces the problem of 
the Political Economy of Socialism to the rational organization of the 
productive forces, discarding the production, the economic, relations 
and severing the productive forces from them. 

If we followed Comrade Yaroshenko, therefore, what we would get 
is, instead of a Marxist political economy, something in the nature of 
Bogdanov's "Universal Organizing Science." 

Hence, starting from the right idea that the productive forces are the 
most mobile and revolutionary forces of production, Comrade 
Yaroshenko reduces the idea to an absurdity, to the point of denying 
the role of the production, the economic, relations under socialism; 
and instead of a full-blooded social production, what he gets is a 
lopsided and scraggy technology of production -- something in the 
nature of Bukharin's "technique of social organization." 

Marx says: 


"In the social production of their life [that is, in the production of the 
material values necessary to the life of men -- J. St.], men enter into 
definite relations that are indispensable and independent of their will, 
relations of production which correspond to a definite stage of 
development of their material productive forces. The sum total of these 
relations of production constitutes the economic structure of society, 
the real foundation, on which rises a legal and political superstructure 
and to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness." 

This means that every social formation, socialist society not 
excluded, has its economic foundation, consisting of the sum total of 
men's relations of production. What, one asks, happens to the 
economic foundation of the socialist system with Comrade 
Yaroshenko? As we know, Comrade Yaroshenko has already done 
away with relations of production under socialism as a more or less 
independent sphere, and has included the little that remains of them in 
the organization of the productive forces. Has the socialist system, one 
asks, its own economic foundation? Obviously, seeing that the 
relations of production have disappeared as a more or less 
independent factor under socialism, the socialist system is left without 
an economic foundation. 

In short, a socialist system without an economic foundation. A rather 
funny situation. ... 

Is a social system without an economic foundation possible at all? 
Comrade Yaroshenko evidently believes that it is. Marxism, however, 
believes that such social systems do not occur in nature. 

It is not true, lastly, that communism means the rational organization 
of the productive forces, that the rational organization of the productive 
forces is the beginning and end of the communist system, that it is 
only necessary to organize the productive forces rationally, and the 
transition to communism will take place without particular difficulty. 
There is in our literature another definition, another formula of 
communism -- Lenin's formula: "Communism is Soviet rule plus the 
electrification of the whole country." Lenin's formula is evidently not to 
Comrade Yaroshenko's liking, and he replaces it with his own 
homemade formula: "Communism is the highest scientific organization 
of the productive forces in social production." (Stalin: ECONOMIC 
PROBLEMS OF SOCIALISM IN THE U.S.S.R. ,1952, CONCERNING 
THE ERRORS OF COMRADE L. D. YAROSHENKO) 

Referring to this quotation of comrade Stalin, we like to show that also 
Mao Tse-tung had created an anti-Marxist conception of the role of the 
productive forces and the relations of production. 

Stalin understood the unity of the productive forces and production 
relations in the sense of dialectical materialism. By contrast, the 
concepts of Mao Tsetung are metaphysical and idealistic. Mao Tsetung 
juggles with Marxist terms for the only purpose to muddy the nature 
and spirit of Marxism-Leninism. Maoism is the Chinese manner of 
invalidating the Marxist-Leninist content, namely by means of eclectic 
misuse of Marxist terms and definitions. In the following example, Mao 
Tsetung distorts the Marxist-Leninist content through the arbitrary 
exchange of dialectical and mechanical materialism: Mao criticized 
dialectical materialism as "mechanical materialism". And vice versa, 
Mao passed off mechanical materialism as "dialectical materialism". 


We quote Mao tsetung, selected works, "On contradiction", Volume |, 
IV. THE PRINCIPAL CONTRADICTION AND THE PRINCIPAL 
ASPECT OF A CONTRADICTION: 

"In the contradiction between the productive forces and the relations of 
production, the productive forces are the principal aspect; in the 
contradiction between theory and practice, practice is the principal 
aspect; in the contradiction between the economic base and the 
superstructure, the economic base is the principal aspect; and there is 
no change in their respective positions. This is the mechanical 
materialist conception, not the dialectical materialist conception." 
What we criticize is Maos mechanical misconception of "change of 
position". 

If you do not explain the revolutionary process of the productive forces 
which liberate from the shackles of old relations of production, and if 
you, instead, call this revolutionary process "exchange of positions of 
the two sides of the contradiction", then this has nothing to do with 
Marxism-Leninism. Whether the couples of the terms "productive 
forces and relations of production", "Being and consciousness", 
"superstructure and base", "proletariat and bourgeoisie", "War and 
Peace", etc., etc.. Everywhere we find Mao's idealistic and 
metaphysical method of abstract causality of pairs of opposites. Lenin 
would say to Mao: "mere reciprocity’ = emptiness" (Lenin, Conspectus 
of Hegel's "Science of Logic", Volume 38, page 163). The 
determination of the universal relation between social productive 
forces and relations of production are not reducible on their causality. 
Mao misused the philosophy of contradiction in favour of his 
opportunist politics. Mao sacrificed the scientific character of Marxist 
philosophy for pure pragmatic purposes. 

For Mao, causality is everything, and other coherences are nothing!). If 
an exchange of positions, or a reversible process takes place, this 
makes not yet dialectical materialism - that is meaningless, dead, only 
abstract, subjectivistic, idealistic etc. - namely then if materialist 
dialectic is reduced to formal logic. Mao reduces the meaning of 
productive forces and relations of production by means of symbolism. 
Their dialectical character is replaced by subjectivism, by eclecticism. 
Mao's "dialectical materialism" satisfices with the finding that the sides 
exchanged their place. Therefore Mao did not understand why they 
have to do that. He did not penetrate into the principles of their 
dialectical movement. Mao was unable to utilize it properly for the 
development of the socialist production, what's the real purpose of the 
whole philosophy of the contradictions between the productive forces 
and production relations. China was determined by Mao Tsetung- 
thoughts and therefore unable to build up socialist economy. 

A great master of dialectical materialism like Stalin exposed really all 
sides and internal relations between the productive forces and the 
relations of production. Stalin reflected correctly the dialectical nature 
of the movement of the productive forces and production relations. 
Stalin showed that they both interact as a common whole of the mode 
of production, that they inhibit or boost the production (not only in a 
reciprocal process of concatenation of cause and effect). It was not 
Mao, but the great Stalin who discovered scientifically the economic 
principle of the society's development, namely the law of the 


harmonization of the social productive forces and the relations of 
production, etc., etc.. Stalin was a dialectical materialist, however Mao 
was nothing but a mechanical materialist. 

"All-sided, universal flexibility of concepts, a flexibility reaching to the 
identity of opposites, - that is the essence of the matter. This flexibility, 
applied subjectively = eclecticism and sophistry. Flexibility, applied 
objectively, i.e. reflecting the all-sideness of the material process and 
its unity, is dialectics, is the correct reflection of the eternal 
development of the world". (Lenin, Conspectus of Hegel's "Science of 
Logic", Volume 38, page 110) 

If the proletariat makes critically use of the ideology of other classes, 
for the improvement of its own ideology, then that is the correct way for 
developing the classless ideology. However, this is in total contrast to 
the modern revisionists, who tried to eclectically cobble the proletarian 
ideology together with the ideology of all the other classes - that is 
"universal" revisionism, that is global revisionism. The world 
proletariat, can not prevent the permanent influx of foreign worldviews 
in class society. And for this reason it just needs to perform the most 
consistent struggle for the independence of its own proletarian 
ideology. The ideology of the world proletariat must be permanently 
purified from hostile, reactionary ideological influences. And this 
concerns particularly the purification from the Maoist "theory" about 
the contradiction between productive forces and production relations. 


The modern revisionists follow an anti-Marxist-Leninist "theory" of the 
"productive forces", according to which the productive forces would 
play an absolute role in the development of human society. Basically 
the revisionist "theory of productive forces" is nothing else than serving 
the "theory of the peaceful transition of capitalism to socialism". The 
technical-scientific revolution requires the efficient use of the 
productive forces. The modern revisionists, however, made no 
difference in this case between the productive forces under socialism 
and capitalism. So they utilised the productive forces gradually 
according to the viewpoints of capitalist rationalization. The guide-line 
and the theoretical mainstay of this revisionist attitude formed the 
vulgar "old theory" of the productive forces of Kautsky, who declared 
foolhardy: "The development of the productive forces of Russia has 
not attained the level that makes socialism possible" (see quote at 
Lenin, Volume 33, page 478). And Lenin put the question: "Why 
cannot we begin by first achieving the prerequisites in a revolutionary 
way, and then, with the aid of the workers' and peasants’ government 
and the Soviet system. proceed to overtake the other nations." 

Stalin polemicized against Kautsky in his book "The Foundations of 
Leninism: 

"| have in mind the so-called "productive forces" theory as debased by 
the leaders of the Second International, which justifies everything and 
conciliates everybody, which records facts and explains them after 
everyone has become sick and tired of them, and, having recorded 
them, rests content. (...) And whoever does not believe in that "theory" 
is not a Marxist. The role of the parties? Their importance for the 
movement? But what can a party do against so decisive a factor as 
the "level of the productive forces"? The theory of spontaneity is the 


theory of belittling the role of the conscious element in the movement, 
the ideology of "khvostism,” the logical basis of all opportunism. In 
practice this theory, which appeared on the scene even before the first 
revolution in Russia, led its adherents, the so-called "Economists," to 
deny the need for an independent workers' party in Russia, to oppose 
the revolutionary struggle of the working class for the overthrow of 
tsarism, to preach a purely trade-unionist policy in the movement, and, 
in general, to surrender the labour movement to the hegemony of the 
liberal bourgeoisie." 

This "theory of productive forces" has been vitiated by the history of 
the Soviet Union of Lenin and Stalin, and revived by the modern 
revisionists. 

The time will come when the neo-revisionists will "raise" Kautsky's 
"theory of the productive forces" on an international level. Today, 
Kautsky would have prophesied: "The world has not yet reached the 
level of development of productive forces, with which the world 
socialism would be possible." 

Engels speaks of the crisis of overproduction: 

"Finally, under the capitalist mode of production, production reaches 
such a high level that society can no longer consume the means of 
life, enjoyment and development that have been produced, because 
for the great mass of producers access to these means is artificially 
and forcibly barred; and therefore every ten years a crisis restores the 
equilibrium by destroying not only the means of life, enjoyment and 
development that have been produced, but also a great part of the 
productive forces themselves. Hence the so-called struggle for 
existence assumes the form: to protect the products and productive 
forces produced by bourgeois capitalist society against the destructive, 
ravaging effect of this capitalist social order, by taking control of social 
production and distribution out of the hands of the ruling capitalist 
class, which has become incapable of this function, and transferring it 
to the producing masses — and that is the socialist revolution." (Engels: 
Dialectics of Nature, chapter: "Biology") 

The material productive forces of Russian capitalist society came early 
19th century in conflict with the existing relations of production there 
(relations of ownership), within which they had moved. The forms of 
development of the productive forces became fettered by the relations 
of production. It began the epoch of the victorious October Socialist 
Revolution. With the construction of economy on socialist foundations, 
the most progressive of all previous social-economic formations was 
created which determined the revolutionization of the socialist 
superstructure: 

With the change in the economic foundation the whole immense 
superstructure is more slowly or more rapidly transformed. In 
considering such transformations it is always necessary to distinguish 
between the material transformation of the economic conditions of 
production, which can be determined with the precision of natural 
science, and the legal, political, religious, artistic or philosophic, in 
short, ideological, forms in which men become conscious of this 
conflict and fight it out. (KARL MARX, PREFACE - THE CRITIQUE OF 
POLITICAL ECONOMY) 

The pre-dominant ideological form in which the socialist people in the 


Soviet Union and Albania had dealt with this conflict, that was their 
ideological class struggle against the restoration of capitalism - namely 
from the very beginning until the very end. This struggle took place 
within the socialist society - especially not without influence from the 
outside, from the capitalist world. There was the revisionist tendency 
of overconfidence and complacency ("we are invincible..."). The 
underestimation of the fact that a capitalist environment exists, was a 
key factor in the spread of the revisionist ideology in the Soviet Union, 
which strengthened the tendencies of the capitalist restoration 
process. Stalin was self-critical: 

"It must be confessed that the comrades mentioned are not the only 
ones to sin in this underestimation. All the Bolsheviks, all of us without 
exception, sin to a certain extent in this respect. We have forgotten 
Lenin's highly important injunction about the theoretical duties of 
Russian Marxists, that it is their mission to further develop the Marxist 
theory." [Stalin, Report at the XVIII Congress of the CPSU (B)] 

"It is time to put an end to the rotten line of non-interference in 
production." (Stalin, Works; The Tasks of Business Executives - 
February 4, 1931) 

If we study the political economy of revisionism, today, then we have 
to be conscious about these self-critical words of Stalin, which he said 
already in March 1939 (ie before the 2nd World War !!!). We will have 
in mind these words when we shall establish the economic world 
system of socialism. 

If Stalin's theoretical work: "The economic problems of socialism in the 
USSR" would have been written 10 years earlier and if the Bolshevik 
Party would have filled the theoretical gaps in time, then the 
restoration of capitalism would be much more difficult to become 
realized. So, if we speak of the causes of the restoration of capitalism 
in the Soviet Union, then we must always remember Stalin's words: 
never forget the further development of Marxism": Without 
development of revolutionary theory there is no further development of 
the revolutionary movement. Without the further development of 
Marxist-Leninist theory of economy, without the further development of 
the political economy of socialism, there will be no advancement of the 
socialist economy. What does this mean? This means nothing but 
opening the floodgates of the revisionist economics. There, where the 
socialist economy does not further develop, develops nothing else 
than revisionist influence, will the danger of restoration of capitalism be 
on increase. If you slow down the pace in the development of 
Marxism-Leninism, this means lagging behind theoretically and 
consequently also practically. Theoretical Backwardness leads 
unavoidably to the defeat of socialist economy. Marxist-Leninists who 
do not further develop theoretically, become economically backward. 
And such Marxist-Leninist economists are beaten by the revisionists! 
This too is a tragic lesson from 50 years of communism in the struggle 
against modern revisionism. There, where the political economy of 
Marxism-Leninism lags behind, unavoidably the socialist economy will 
lag behind. Wherever and whenever Marxism-Leninism lags behind, 
revisionism wins ground. There, where the socialist economy lags 
behind, the restoration of capitalism gains ground. 

Socialism "in one country", that is a socialism which is encircled by the 


whole capitalist (-revisionistischen) world. Naturally, this means more 
difficulties for the consolidation and improvement of socialism. 
Logically, the socialism "in one" country has more problems to cope 
with the danger of the restoration of capitalism, than world socialism - 
because the world capitalist influence from outside does not exist 
anymore in world socialism. Socialism "in one country" needs a great 
deal of energy and effort to protect the dictatorship of the proletariat 
against the capitalist encirclement. The protection of the dictatorship of 
the world proletariat has far better pre-conditions, especially in regard 
of the struggle against the danger of the restoration of capitalism. 

The dictatorship of the proletariat had been continuously strengthened 
and consolidated in the course of intensified class struggle. The 
danger of the restoration of capitalism was brilliantly mastered - as 
long as Stalin was alive. After Stalin's death, and especially with the 
20th Congress of the CPSU, the reversal of socialism back to 
capitalism was officially decided by the program of the modern 
revisionists. The revisionist program of restoration of capitalism meant 
nothing else but the re-integration of Russian imperialism into the 
imperialist world order. 


The restoration of capitalism 


The restoration of capitalism presupposes socialism, which has been 
transformed into capitalism. As is known, it is the opinion of us 
Stalinist-Hoxhaists that only two socialist countries did exist: the Soviet 
Union of Lenin and Stalin, and Albania with Enver Hoxha at the top. 
Thus capitalism could be restored only in these two socialist countries 
and not in all the other revisionist countries (including East-Europe, 
China, North Korea, Vietnam, Cuba). Our understanding of the 
restoration of capitalism is based on the teachings of the 5th Classic of 
Marxism-Leninism - Comrade Enver Hoxha. With this clear statement 
we draw our demarcation line to all so called "teachings of the 
restoration of capitalism". 

In his report to the 8th Congress of the PLA Comrade Enver Hoxha 
said about the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union the 
following: 

"Right from the start, the Khrushchev group set itself as its main task 
to liquidate the dictatorship of the proletariat, to undermine the 
foundations of socialist society, to set the Soviet Union on the capitalist 
road and turn it into an imperialist superpower. Now we can all see this 
great counter-revolutionary transformation which has occurred in the 
Soviet Union. Only the bourgeoisie and imperialism advertise it as a 
communist country. By presenting the present-day capitalist Soviet 
Union as a socialist country, they want to discredit Marxism-Leninism 
and genuine socialism. 

Khrushchevite revisionism is the ideology and policy of state 
capitalism which dominates the whole life of the country. The Soviet 
Union's return to capitalism could not fail to have its own special 
features, and the capitalist order there could not fail to assume special 
forms. These special features and forms are determined by the fact 


that capitalism in that country was re-established as a result of the 
overthrow of socialism, as a result of a retrogressive process, unlike 
the capitalism of the classical type which follows the overthrow of the 
feudal order, as a progressive process. 

The fundamental peculiarity of this type of capitalism is that here many 
socialist forms of property, organization and management are retained, 
but their content has changed radically. Today in the Soviet Union the 
means of production are, in fact, state capitalist, or collective capitalist 
property, because they are used in the interest of the new bourgeois 
class which is in power, and because it is precisely this class which 
appropriates the labour of workers and peasants. 

The former laws, traditions and practices have been replaced with new 
ones, which allow the state and party bureaucracy a free hand to 
express and apply their own will without hindrance. The new 
competences, which they were given on the basis of the economic 
reforms, were used to secure and extend the incomes and privileges 
of various leading castes, to preserve their power and defend them 
from the discontent and revolts of the working class and the working 
masses. 

True, the state ownership remained and the factories were not 
distributed to private owners, the kolkhozes remained common 
collective economies and the banks were not handed over to 
shareholders, but what was changed was the distribution, the 
destination of the social product. 

Although it is claimed that the principle of remuneration according to 
work is applied, in reality the different groups of the new bourgeoisie 
appropriate the surplus value created by the workers and peasants. All 
this robbery is presented as a kind of material stimulus, allegedly to 
encourage productive activity, scientific work, artistic creativeness, etc. 
In reality, this is a typical capitalist exploitation. 

In order to open the way to the restoration of capitalism, the 
Khrushchevite revisionists attacked the fundamental theses of the 
Marxist-Leninist theory about commodity production and the operation 
of the | aw of value in socialism. In theory and practice they identified 
socialist commodity production with capitalist production. On this 
basis, they reformed the whole economic mechanism. Gradually, the 
economic enterprises and many institutions as well went over to a 
greater independence from the state plans. Great powers and rights 
were given to the directors of various institutions and enterprises to 
direct and manipulate production and distribution, to employ and 
dismiss people, to divide the profits, etc. The centralized state 
financing of the existing enterprises was restricted and the use of self- 
financing and credit was gradually extended. 

The Soviet revisionists claim that their economy is managed and 
developed on the basis of plans, allegedly drafted according to the 
principle of democratic centralism. 

However, the state plan, as they conceive it in theory and apply it in 
practice, is not and cannot be in any way a plan of a genuine socialist 
economy. In the Soviet Union, bureaucratic centralism of the 
monopolist type coexists with extensive economic liberalism at the 
base. The image is given of a planned management of the economy, 
whereas in practice the economic laws and categories of the capitalist 


mode of production have free fields of action. 

Parasitic consumption has assumed unprecedented proportions. On 
the basis of the nominal pay, the difference in remuneration between 
workers and the bureaucratic and 

technocratic administrators of production reaches a ratio of more than 
one to ten, while together with the incomes from the division of profits, 
from all kinds of bonuses, and from countless other privileges, the 
difference in pay reaches even greater figures. These differences in 
pay and way of life can hardly be distinguished from those which exist 
between the bourgeois administrators and the workers in the countries 
of the West. 

In the conditions when 35-40 per cent of the pay for the value of labour 
power is formed in a decentralized way from the division of profits, 
when the work norms are not unified and are likewise applied in a 
decentralized way, when the material stimulus in favour of the new 
bourgeoisie has absolute priority, and when inflation, caused 
especially by the militarization of the economy, which gobbles up one 
third of the national income, is constantly rising, in essence, the 
society has lost real control over the amount of labour and 
consumption, which are two main keys for a socialist economy. 

These and a series of other measures of a capitalist character, which 
were trumpeted as a creative development of the Marxist-Leninist 
economic theory and practice, had as their a im and led to the 
demolition of the foundations of the socialist economy. 

The consequences of this course are apparent in the daily life of the 
Soviet people. On the market there are shortages of prime necessities; 
inflation, unemployment and the fluctuation of labour power have 
increased, declared and undeclared increases in prices of various 
goods can be seen. The private sector of the economy has extended, 
the doors have been flung open to foreign monopoly capital, and the 
black market, speculation, embezzlements, bribery and fraud are rife. 
The present-day Soviet reality shows that the process is not moving 
towards the «elimination of class distinctions» and the «creation of a 
new social unity», as the Khrushchevite-Brezhnevite revisionists 
propagate, but towards profound social differentation between the new 
bourgeois class, comprised of the stratum of bureaucrats and 
technocrats, and the broad working masses, who are in the position of 
a simple producing force. The greater the degree of exploitation of the 
working people and the more the profits of the bourgeoisie increase, 
the deeper the gulf between them is growing. The situation has given 
rise to a whole ideology and policy which justifies and defends this 
new system of capitalist exploitation. 

The Soviet power is no longer of Soviets, of the workers and peasants. 
It is isolated from them and has become like a force in itself and alien 
to them. The Khrushchevite revisionists have formally proclaimed the 
dictatorship of the proletariat liquidated. They have named the state 
the state of the entire people, in order to hide the reality that it is no 
longer of the people, but a dictatorship of the new Soviet bourgeoisie. 
Its capitalist character is clearly apparent from the whole internal and 
foreign policy which it pursues, a policy which serves the interests of 
the bourgeois class in power. The Soviet state, which has the main 
means of production in its hands and runs the whole economy, has 


been transformed into a representative and defender of the interests of 
the ruling class. 

In order to preserve their socialist disguise and «to prove» that the 
Soviet Union is a socialist country, the Soviet revisionists say that 
there is only one party there, that this party is a communist party, and 
its leading role has been sanctioned in the Constitution. The fact that 
there is only one leading party and that its undivided power is 
recognized by law does not make it a communist party. 

There are many bourgeois countries where there is only a single ruling 
party. The position of a political party in the state does not determine 
its character. The character of a party is determined, first of all, by to 
which class it belongs and whom it serves, by what ideology it is 
guided, and what policy it pursues. 

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union today is the direct 
representative of the bourgeois class in power, exercises power on its 
behalf, and serves the development and strengthening of the restored 
capitalist order. It is communist only in name. The maintenance of the 
name communist and its use of certain Marxist phrases and socialist 
slogans have a hypocritical and simply demagogic character. This is 
part of that deceptive propaganda which wants to keep the masses in 
the dark and make them believe that they are living in socialism and 
not in a capitalist society of oppression and exploitation. From 
tradition, for purposes of disguise, or simply out of inertia, many 
parties retain such names as «democratic», «popular», «socialist», 
etc., at a time when they are typically bourgeois and reactionary 
parties. 

The revisionist-capitalist policy, which is applied in the Soviet Union, 
has revived the old demons of the czarist empire, such as national 
oppression, anti-semitism, Slav racism, Orthodox religious mysticism, 
the cult of military castes, the aristocratism of the intelligentsia, 
bureaucracy in the old Russian style, etc. The theories of the Soviet 
revisionists about the alleged creation of a «historic new community», 
of the «unified Soviet people», have been invented precisely to 
conceal the reality that the Soviet Union is rent with profound social, 
class and national contradictions. 

It is the strength of the Soviet army which dominates in the Soviet 
Union today. The stepped-up rate of militarization of the life of the 
country and the heavy burden of military expenditure, which has 
reached astronomical proportions and is shaking the Soviet economy 
more and more profoundly, distort its development and impoverish the 
people. 

The re-establishment of capitalism within the country could not fail to 
lead, also, to a drastic turn-about in the sphere of international 
relations and the foreign policy of the communist party and the Soviet 
state. Khrushchevite revisionism was gradually transformed into the 
ideology and policy of the new imperialist superpower, which justifies 
and defends its expansion, aggression and wars for the establishment 
of world domination. Offspring of this ideology and policy are the 
notorious theories of «limited sovereignty», the «international division 
of labour» and the «economic-political and military integration» of the 
countries of the so-called socialist community, which have bound 
these countries hand and foot and transformed them into vassal 


states. At the 26th Congress of the CPSU Brezhnev called these 
relations «relations between peoples» in order to wipe out any national 
and state identity in this way. 

In order to attain its expansionist, neo-colonialist objectives, Soviet 
social-imperialism has created a theory according to which no country 
can liberate and defend itself from imperialism and develop in an 
independent way without Soviet aid and tutelage. It misuses the 
slogan of «internationalist aid» in order to undertake aggressions and 
to plunder the wealth of other countries. 

The whole aggressive, hegemonic and expansionist foreign policy of 
the social-imperialist Soviet Union is further proof and evidence that 
the Soviet order is a capitalist order, because only a capitalist order 
can pursue such a policy in the international arena. As Lenin said, 
foreign policy is a continuation of the internal policy, and the two 
together are a concentrated expression of the economic relations 
which exist in a country. The socialist and communist disguise, which 
the Soviet revisionists still try to retain, is being torn from them day by 
day in the face of their capitalist reality and the social-imperialist policy 
which they pursue. 

As to how long this great deception of the Soviet people, that they are 
allegedly living in socialism, can be kept up, how long the Soviet 
working class will continue to live with illusions — this depends on 
many factors, internal and external. As to what awaits the countries in 
which Khrushchevite revisionism is ruling, the events in Poland are 
very significant. The fact is that there the class conflict between the 
working people and the bourgeois class in power, represented by the 
revisionist party, has burst out. 

Irrespective of how it has been manipulated by the forces of the Right, 
in essence, the revolt of the Polish working class shows that it has 
become conscious of its positions as an oppressed and exploited 
class, that the existing state power in Poland belongs to a class 
antagonistic to it and that socialism has been betrayed. Which will be 
the next after Poland? The processes of class differentiation are 
seething, and, class conflicts are building up rapidly in all the 
revisionist countries. The Soviet Union makes no exception in this 
direction, although outwardly it looks as the most stable among them. 
The wounds which the restoration of capitalism has opened can be 
healed only with the overthrow of revisionism and the re-establishment 
of socialism." 

(Enver Hoxha; Report to the 8th Congress of the PLA; Chapter V, THE 
STRUGGLE AGAINST REVISIONISM.) 


Restoration of capitalism means removal of the maximum satisfaction 
of the constantly growing material and cultural needs of society in 
favour of profit maximization. 

The combination of the restriction of the socialist economic law with 
the promotion of the capitalist economic law - this is the driving force 
of the restoration of capitalism. 

The study of the restoration of capitalism is not completed alone by 
showing up the different economic development stages in the 
transition from the socialist relations of production to the capitalist 
relations of production, but above all in a class analysis of the socialist 


class society and its transition into a revisionist class society. The 
decisive fact is that it was not the old bourgeoisie which existed before 
the era of socialism. It was not the bourgeoisie during the NEP. It was 
also not the imperialist powers who failed to occupy the USSR. The 
class of the bourgeoisie was already eliminated in the USSR, 
respectivly fled the country. Where, then, did the bourgeoisie come 
from ? 

The bourgeoisie who restored capitalism that was a completely new 
bourgeoisie - recruited from all classes of the socialist society. It was a 
new bourgeoisie which developed within the Bolshevik party, within the 
socialist state, within the leadership of the socialist economy, within 
the leadership of the socialist superstructure. The new bourgeoisie 
crept directly out of the womb of the fully developed socialist society. 
The modern revisionists occupied all decisive leading posts of the 
socialist society. This was the decisive pre-condition for the restoration 
of capitalism, in particular, and for the transition into the revisionist 
society, in general. 

In contrast the NEP. The opposition of Zinoviev claimed that NEP 
would be "capitalism". However, the NEP was not a simple restoration 
of capitalism, not a simple "return" of capitalism. Stalin correctly 
answered: 

"NEP is the Party’s policy, permitting a struggle between the socialist 
and the capitalist elements and aimed at the victory of the socialist 
elements over the capitalist elements. In actual fact, NEP only began 
as a retreat, but it aimed at regrouping our forces during the retreat 
and launching an offensive. In actual fact, we have been on the 
offensive for several years now, and are attacking successfully, 
developing our industry, developing Soviet trade, and ousting private 
capital." 

"As a matter of fact, what is taking place in our country now is not a 
one-sided process of restoration of capitalism, but a double process of 
development of capitalism and development of socialism—a 
contradictory process of struggle between the socialist and the 
capitalist elements, a process in which the socialist elements are 
overcoming the capitalist elements. This is equally incontestable as 
regards the towns, where state industry is the basis of socialism, and 
as regards the countryside, here the main foothold for socialist 
development is mass co-operation linked up with socialist industry. 
The simple restoration of capitalism is impossible, if only for the 
reason that the proletariat is in power, that large-scale industry is in the 
hands of the proletariat, and that transport and credit are in the 
possession of the proletarian state." (Stalin: Volume 8, Questions of 
Leninism, Chapter VII) 

This "double-sided process" - as Stalin says - is inevitable even in the 
beginning of the construction of world socialism. There are essentially 
the same contradictory processes of struggle between the socialist 
world-elements and the capitalist world-elements. Particularly on an 
international scale a simple restoration of world capitalism is 
impossible because the political world power will already be in the 
hands of the world proletariat. 


KK 


The socialist formation collapses only when the productive forces and 


the relations of production get caught up in a no longer soluble conflict, 
ie when the socialist productive forces have been succesively 
degenerated and liquidated to such degree, so that they are not 
anymore strong enough for the maintenance of socialism, opposite to 
the whole capitalist world. And the old, lower, capitalist relations of 
production occur only in the place of the higher, socialist relations of 
production, if their material conditions of existence have been matured 
within the womb of the socialist society. 

The task of creating a socialist country was successfully solved by the 
working class at power, because this material conditions of 
transformation of a capitalist country into a socialist country 
preexisted. However, Marxism-Leninism teaches that socialism "in one 
country" cannot be guaranteed. This is only possible if socialism is 
victorious on a global scale. This is also the reason that the working 
class did not yet succeed in transforming the restoration of capitalism 
into the restoration of socialism. 

The task of creating a socialist country in a socialist world could not 
yet be solved because the transformation of the capitalist world into 
the socialist world requires material conditions of globalization. The 
economy of a socialist country alone can not transform the world 
capitalist economy into a socialist world economy. The economy of a 
socialist country proved to be not strong enough for resisting the 
superiority of world capitalism, if it does not receive any help from the 
world proletariat or support by the proletariat of other socialist 
countries. 

The transition or the reverse of conformity into non-conformity of 
socialist relations of production and the social character of the 
productive forces is typical for the restoration of capitalism. 

The stage of the restoration of capitalism is the stage when the 
material forces of production in the degenerated socialist society come 
in conflict with the state capitalist relations of production, or -- what is 
but a legal expression for the same thing -- with the state capitalist 
property relations within which they have been at work before. From 
forms of development of the socialist forces of production these state 
capitalist relations of production turn into their fetters. The transitional 
forms towards capitalist relations of production had a slowing and 
inhibiting effect on the further development of the socialist productive 
forces. The socialist productive forces received no more sufficient 
space for their further development. This caused deeper and deeper 
disorders of unity and accordance of productive forces and relations of 
production within the degenerating processes of the socialist mode of 
production. 

In the result, the crises of socialist production became inevitable: 
destroyed productive forces, shortages, unemployment, bankruptcy of 
farms. It came to decay and finally the total collapse of the socialist 
economy. 

Therefore, our definition of the revisionist economy is as follows: 

The political economy of modern revisionism is the theory of the 
elimination of socialist conformity of production relations and 
productive forces under the mask of the political economy of Marxism- 
Leninism. 

The restoration of capitalism is "socialist" economy in words and 


capitalist economy in deeds. 

The Soviet Union transformed capitalism into socialism by means of 
state capitalism under the dictatorship of the proletariat (NEP). And in 
turn, the Soviet Union restored capitalism by means of state capitalism 
- however under the dictatorship of the new socialist bourgeoisie (= 
new state monopoly capitalism of revisionist type). 

"Today's Soviet state, as the all in one capitalist, administrates the 
means of production on behalf of the interests of the new Soviet 
bourgeoisie. The socialist public ownership became a state capitalism 
of a new type "(Enver Hoxha) 

The state capitalist discordance between productive forces and 
relations of production did not automatically led to a new socialist 
revolution (smashing the revisionist state apparatus), neither in the 
relatively long-lived revisionist Soviet Union, nor in the relatively short- 
lived revisionist Albania. Historically, the socialist relations of 
production could not be re-established by the revolutionary removal of 
the state-capitalist relations of production. The working class cannot 
take over the revisionist state. Instead, the revisionist state must be 
destroyed. The proletarian state can only be re-established upon the 
ruins of the revisionist state. This is the most important thesis of the 
Stalinist-Hoxhaist re-establishment of the proletarian state for the 
purpose of the restoration of socialism. 

In the revisionist countries, this conflict, the discordance between 
productive forces and relations of production, worsened, namely to the 
extent as the state capital was transformed into private capital. The 
Capitalist private property emerged from the revisionist state capitalism 
and, in this way, was gradually accumulated by the world capital. With 
the support of world capitalism (from the outside) and with the social- 
fascist counterrevolution (from the inside), the revisionist economic 
system was integrated into the world capitalist system and thus 
assimilated. 

However, regarded dialectically, the restoration of capitalism does not 
disappear by its integration into world capitalism. The restoration of 
capitalism paves the way to the restoration of socialism. 

According to the law of dialectics, the restoration of capitalism will be 
negated. The negation of the negation of the restoration of capitalism 
is nothing but the restoration of socialism, namely on a global scale. 
Today, world capitalism is determined by a global capitalist mode of 
production. With the globalization of the productive forces, the global 
relations of production developed. At a certain stage of their 
development, the material forces of global production in world society 
come in conflict with the existing global relations of production, or -- 
what is but a legal expression for the same thing -- with the global 
property relations within which they have been at work before. From 
global forms of development of the forces of production these global 
relations turn into their fetters. Then begins the epoch of the socialist 
world revolution. 

The globalized discordance between global relations of production and 
the social character of world productive forces will be overcome one 
day. This is in accordance with the objective economic law of the world 
society's development. 

The peculiarity of the replacement of the globalized mode of capitalist 


production is that the socialist mode of production is no longer 
restored in a national framework, but at a higher level, namely the 
global level. The full accordance of the globalized productive forces 
with the globalized relations of production will not begin repeatedly 
with the limited national framework (as unavoidable in the first period 
of socialism), but directly on a world scale. World capitalism, itself, has 
already overcome the national hinderances of the mode of global 
production. 

Therefore, world capitalism of today will not be replaced according to 
the old formula of nationally limited socialist modes of production 
because the material pre-conditions of a world socialist mode of 
production have already matured which will form the economic base of 
the construction of world socialism. 

Engels put it like this: 

"In the course of social development, common property was negated - 
extruded by other forms (private property etc.). To negate this 
negation, to restore common property on a higher plane of 
development, is the task of the social revolution." 

(Engels: 1883, "Dialectics of Nature", FROM THE PREPARATORY 
MATERIALS, page 606, Volume 25, MECWS) 

What does this mean for today's socialist world revolution? 

It is the task of today's world socialist revolution to re-establish the 
socialist property "in one country" on a higher stage of its development 
- namely in forms of world socialist property. 

From the globalization of private appropriation of all means of 
production results inevitably the globalized expropriation of all the 
global expropriators through the dictatorship of the world proletariat. 
The social appropriation of the globalized private relations of 
production will basically change the mode of production around the 
world. The world proletariat is the first time in its history in a position to 
take over the relations of production, the improvement of way of life 
and thus a better life for all humanity on a world scale. The elimination 
of the globalized capitalist mode of production and its replacement by 
the globalized socialist mode of production is an objective historical 
process on the global scale of social development. 

The political power of the modern revisionists created the conditions 
for the development of the restoration of capitalism. 

The world proletariat will utilize the favorable conditions of the 
centralization and concentration of its global class organizations for 
the seizure of its globalized political power which is required for the 
establishment of socialist world economy. The political power of the 
world proletariat will create the conditions for the restoration of 
socialism, for the development of a socialist world economic organism. 
Stalin speaks of the "Marxist sniveller" who promise to seize power, 
however not before all means of production are already perfectly 
socialized (peaceful transition of world capitalism into world socialism). 
The expropriation of the global means of production, especially the 
expropriation of the global key industries, the socialization of 
production in the sector of world energy, etc., etc. - all of this is already 
immediately realizable with the victory of the socialist world revolution. 
With the first day of the dictatorship of the world proletariat begins 
simultaneously the first day of the economic construction of world 


socialism, and of course, all neccessary measures to forestall the 
restoration of capitalism. Like the global productive forces, so the 
relations of world production must also be - according to this condition 
the socialist world economy will be created. The interrelationships of 
all people in the global production process will receive the character of 
comradely cooperation and assistance among all socialist countries, 
which are all free from exploitation. 

"Communism knows that the union of peoples in a single world 
economic system is possible only on the basis of mutual confidence 
and voluntary agreement." (Stalin, "The foundations of Leninism", 
Chapter: The National Question) 

In order to win the sympathies of the oppressed peoples for the new 
world socialist economy, the world proletariat needs not only to smash 
its own chains of wage-slavery, but also to support all allied peoples 
for getting rid of their world-imperialist chains. Otherwise, the world 
proletariat cannot gain power over the global means of production. 

By means of the participation of all peoples the world socialist 
economy can be built at an accelerated pace, and the sores and 
ulcers of world imperialism can be more thoroughly abolished. With 
the socialist world production, the peoples overcome, together, all 
remainders of capitalist relations. Under the leadership of the world 
proletariat all class relations which endanger capitalist restoration, will 
be abolished, and classless relations will be created for the 
development of the communist world society [see: "World Program" of 
the Comintern (SH)]. 


The political economy of Marxism-Leninism 
differs essentially from 


the political economy of modern revisionism 


"Marx applied Hegel's dialectics in its rational form to political 
economy.” (Lenin, Volume 38, page 178). "Just as the simple form of 
value, the individual act of exchange of one given commodity for 
another, already includes in an undeveloped form all the main 
contradictions of capitalism, - so the simplest generalisation, the first 
and simplest formation of notions (judgements, syllogisms, etc.) 
already denotes man's ever deeper cognition of the objective 
connection of the world". (page 179) 

"The application of materialist dialectics to the reshaping of all political 
economy from its foundations up, its application to history, natural 
science, philosophy and to the policy and tactics of the working class - 
that was what interested Marx and Engels most of all, and what 
constituted the masterly advance they made in the history of 
revolutionary thought." (Lenin, Volume 19, page 554) 

Political economy investigates the laws of social production and 
distribution of material goods at the various stages of development of 
human society. 


"Political economy, in the widest sense, is the science of the laws 
governing the production and exchange of the material means of 
subsistence in human society." 

"Political economy is essentially a historical science. It deals with 
material which is historical, that is, constantly changing; it first 
investigates the special laws of each individual stage in the 
development of production and exchange, and only when it has 
completed this investigation will it be able to establish the few quite 
general laws which hold good for production and exchange in all 
cases. At the same time it goes without saying that the laws which are 
valid for definite modes of production and forms of exchange also hold 
good for all historical periods to which these modes of production and 
forms of exchange are common. 

"Political economy as the science of the conditions and forms under 
which the various human societies have produced and exchanged and 
have always correspondingly distributed their products" (Engels, Anti- 
Duhring, Chapter: "Political economy"] 

"An investigation into the relations of production in a given, historically 
defined society, in their inception, development, and decline - such is 
the content of Marx' economic doctrine." (Lenin, Volume 21, page 59) 
"It is not with ‘production’ that political economy deals, but with the 
social relations of men in production, with the social system of 
production. Once these social relations have been ascertained and 
thoroughly analysed, the place in production of every class, and, 
consequently, the share they get of the national consumption, are 
thereby defined." (Lenin, Volume 3; The DEVELOPMENT of 
CAPITALISM in RUSSIA ; Chapter |. The Theoretical Mistakes of the 
Narodnik Economists) 

In his famous book "Economic problems of socialism in the U.S.S.R." 
comrade Stalin draw the demarcation line between the Marxist political 
economy and the revisionist political economy. This famous book has 
uncovered the whole essence of political economy of revisionism, 
even before the modern revisionists had seized political power thus 
before capitalism was restored in the USSR. Therefore we publish the 
complete quotation related to the question of the political economy: 


1. CHARACTER OF ECONOMIC LAWS UNDER 
SOCIALISM 


Some comrades deny the objective character of laws of science, and of laws of political 
economy particularly, under socialism. They deny that the laws of political economy reflect 
law-governed processes which operate independently of the will of man. They believe that 
in view of the specific role assigned to the Soviet state by history, the Soviet state and its 
leaders can abolish existing laws of political economy and can "form," "create," new laws. 

These comrades are profoundly mistaken. It is evident that they 
confuse laws of science, which reflect objective processes in nature or 
society, processes which take place independently of the will of man, 
with the laws which are issued by governments, which are made by 
the will of man, and which have only juridical validity. But they must not 
be confused. 

Marxism regards laws of science -- whether they be laws of natural 
science or laws of political economy -- as the reflection of objective 
processes which take place independently of the will of man. Man may 


discover these laws, get to know them, study them, reckon with them 
in his activities and utilize them in the interests of society, but he 
cannot change or abolish them. Still less can he form or create new 
laws of science. 

Does this mean, for instance, that the results of the action of the 
laws of nature, the results of the action of the forces of nature, are 
generally inavertible, that the destructive action of the forces of nature 
always and everywhere proceeds with an elemental and inexorable 
power that does not yield to the influence of man? No, it does not. 
Leaving aside astronomical, geological and other similar processes, 
which man really is powerless to influence, even if he has come to 
know the laws of their development, in many other cases man is very 
far from powerless, in the sense of being able to influence the 
processes of nature. In all such cases, having come to know the laws 
of nature, reckoning with them and relying on them, and intelligently 
applying and utilizing them, man can restrict their sohere of action, and 
can impart a different direction to the destructive forces of nature and 
convert them to the use of society. 

To take one of numerous examples. In olden times the overflow of 
big rivers, floods, and the resulting destruction of homes and crops, 
was considered an inavertible calamity, against which man was 
powerless. But with the lapse of time and the development of human 
knowledge, when man had learned to build dams and hydro-electric 
stations, it became possible to protect society from the calamity of 
flood which had formerly seemed to be inavertible. More, man learned 
to curb the destructive forces of nature, to harness them, so to speak, 
to convert the force of water to the use of society and to utilize it for 
the irrigation of fields and the generation of power. 

Does this mean that man has thereby abolished laws of nature, 
laws of science, and has created new laws of nature, new laws of 
science? No, it does not. The fact is that all this procedure of averting 
the action of the destructive forces of water and of utilizing them in the 
interests of society takes place without any violation, alteration or 
abolition of scientific laws or the creation of new scientific laws. On the 
contrary, all this procedure is effected in precise conformity with the 
laws of nature and the laws of science, since any violation, even the 
slightest, of the laws of nature would only upset matters and render 
the procedure futile. 

The same must be said of the laws of economic development, the 
laws of political economy -- whether in the period of capitalism or in 
the period of socialism. Here, too, the laws of economic development, 
as in the case of natural science, are objective laws, reflecting 
processes of economic development which take place independently 
of the will of man. Man may discover these laws, get to know them 
and, relying upon them, utilize them in the interests of society, impart a 
different direction to the destructive action of some of the laws, restrict 
their sphere of action, and allow fuller scope to other laws that are 
forcing their way to the forefront; but he cannot destroy them or create 
new economic laws. 

One of the distinguishing features of political economy is that its 
laws, unlike those of natural science, are impermanent, that they, or at 
least the majority of them, operate for a definite historical period, after 


which they give place to new laws. However, these laws are not 
abolished, but lose their validity owing to the new economic conditions 
and depart from the scene in order to give place to new laws, laws 
which are not created by the will of man, but which arise from the new 
economic conditions. 

Reference is made to Engels’ Anti-Duhring, to his formula which 
says that, with the abolition of capitalism and the socialization of the 
means of production, man will obtain control of his means of 
production, that he will be set free from the yoke of social and 
economic relations and become the "master" of his social life. Engels 
calls this freedom "appreciation of necessity." And what can this 
"appreciation of necessity" mean? It means that, having come to know 
objective laws ("necessity"), man will apply them with full 
consciousness in the interests of society. That is why Engels says in 
the same book: 

"The laws of his own social action, hitherto standing face to face 
with man as laws of nature foreign to, and dominating him, will then be 
used with full understanding, and so mastered by him." 

As we see, Engels’ formula does not speak at all in favour of those 
who think that under socialism existing economic laws can be 
abolished and new ones created. On the contrary, it demands, not the 
abolition, but the understanding of economic laws and their intelligent 
application. 

It is said that economic laws are elemental in character, that their 
action is inavertible and that society is powerless against them. That is 
not true. It is making a fetish of laws, and oneself the slave of laws. It 
has been demonstrated that society is not powerless against laws, 
that, having come to know economic laws and relying upon them, 
society can restrict their sphere of action, utilize them in the interests 
of society and "harness" them, just as in the case of the forces of 
nature and their laws, just as in the case of the overflow of big rivers 
cited in the illustration above. 

Reference is made to the specific role of Soviet government in 
building socialism, which allegedly enables it to abolish existing laws 
of economic development and to "form" new ones. That also is untrue. 

The specific role of Soviet government was due to two 
circumstances: first, that what Soviet government had to do was not to 
replace one form of exploitation by another, as was the case in earlier 
revolutions, but to abolish exploitation altogether; second, that in view 
of the absence in the country of any ready-made rudiments of a 
socialist economy, it had to create new, socialist forms of economy, 
"starting from scratch," so to speak. 

That was undoubtedly a difficult, complex and unprecedented task. 
Nevertheless, the Soviet government accomplished this task with 
credit. But it accomplished it not because it supposedly destroyed the 
existing economic laws and "formed" new ones, but only because it 
relied on the economic law that the relations of production must 
necessarily conform with the character of the productive forces. The 
productive forces of our country, especially in industry, were social in 
character, the form of ownership, on the other hand, was private, 
capitalistic. Relying on the economic law that the relations of 
production must necessarily conform with the character of the 


productive forces, the Soviet government socialized the means of 
production, made them the property of the whole people, and thereby 
abolished the exploiting system and created socialist forms of 
economy. Had it not been for this law, and had the Soviet government 
not relied upon it, it could not have accomplished its mission. 

The economic law that the relations of production must necessarily 
conform with the character of the productive fotces has long been 
forcing its way to the forefront in the capitalist countries. If it has failed 
so far to force its way into the open, it is because it is encountering 
powerful resistance on the part of obsolescent forces of society. Here 
we have another distinguishing feature of economic laws. Unlike the 
laws of natural science, where the discovery and application of a new 
law proceeds more or less smoothly, the discovery and application of a 
new law in the economic field, affecting as it does the interests of 
obsolescent forces of society, meets with the most powerful resistance 
on their part. A force, a social force, capable of overcoming this 
resistance, is therefore necessary. In our country, such a force was the 
alliance of the working class and the peasantry, who represented the 
overwhelming majority of society. There is no such force yet in other, 
capitalist countries. This explains the secret why the Soviet 
government was able to smash the old forces of society, and why in 
our country the economic law that the relations of production must 
necessarily conform with the character of the productive forces 
received full scope. 

It is said that the necessity for balanced (proportionate) 
development of the national economy in our country enables the 
Soviet government to abolish existing economic laws and to create 
new ones. That is absolutely untrue. Our yearly and five-yearly plans 
must not be confused with the objective economic law of balanced, 
proportionate development of the national economy. The law of 
balanced development of the national economy arose in opposition to 
the law of competition and anarchy of production under capitalism. It 
arose from the socialization of the means of production, after the law 
of competition and anarchy of production had lost its validity. It 
became operative because a socialist economy can be conducted only 
on the basis of the economic law of balanced development of the 
national economy. That means that the law of balanced development 
of the national economy makes it possible for our planning bodies to 
plan social production correctly. But possibility must not be confused 
with actuality. They are two different things. In order to turn the 
possibility into actuality, it is necessary to study this economic law, to 
master it, to learn to apply it with full understanding, and to compile 
such plans as fully reflect the requirements of this law. It cannot be 
said that the requirements of this economic law are fully reflected by 
our yearly and five-yearly plans. 

It is said that some of the economic laws operating in our country 
under socialism, including the law of value, have been "transformed," 
or even "radically transformed," on the basis of planned economy. That 
is likewise untrue. Laws cannot be "transformed," still less "radically" 
transformed. If they can be transformed, then they can be abolished 
and replaced by other laws. The thesis that laws can be "transformed" 
is a relic of the incorrect formula that laws can be "abolished" or 


"formed." Although the formula that economic laws can be transformed 
has already been current in our country for a long time, it must be 
abandoned for the sake of accuracy. The sphere of action of this or 
that economic law may be restricted, its destructive action -- that is, of 
course, if it is liable to be destructive -- may be averted, but it cannot 
be "transformed" or "abolished." 

Consequently, when we speak of "subjugating" natural forces or 
economic forces, of "dominating" them, etc., this does not mean that 
man can "abolish" or "form" scientific laws. On the contrary, it only 
means that man can discover laws, get to know them and master 
them, learn to apply them with full understanding, utilize them in the 
interests of society, and thus subjugate them, secure mastery over 
them. 

Hence, the laws of political economy under socialism are objective 
laws, which reflect the fact that the processes of economic life are law- 
governed and operate independently of our will. People who deny this 
postulate are in point of fact denying science, and, by denying science, 
they are denying all possibility of prognostication -- and, consequently, 
are denying the possibility of directing economic activity. 

It may be said that all this is correct and generally known; but that 
there is nothing new in it, and that it is therefore not worth spending 
time reiterating generally-known truths. Of course, there really is 
nothing new in this; but it would be a mistake to think that it is not 
worth spending time reiterating certain truths that are well known to us. 
The fact is that we, the leading core, are joined every year by 
thousands of new and young forces who are ardently desirous of 
assisting us and ardently desirous of proving their worth, but who do 
not possess an adequate Marxist education, are unfamiliar with many 
truths that are well known to us, and are therefore compelled to grope 
in the darkness. They are staggered by the colossal achievements of 
Soviet government, they are dazzled by the extraordinary successes 
of the Soviet system, and they begin to imagine that Soviet 
government can "do anything,” that "nothing is beyond it," that it can 
abolish scientific laws and form new ones. What are we to do with 
these comrades? How are we to educate them in Marxism-Leninism? | 
think that systematic reiteration and patient explanation of so-called 
"generally-known" truths is one of the best methods of educating these 
comrades in Marxism." 


Stalin wrote also in his polemics "CONCERNING THE ERRORS OF 
COMRADE L. D. YAROSHENKO": 
1. "From his incorrect opinion, Comrade Yaroshenko draws incorrect 
conclusions relative to the character and province of political economy. 
Comrade Yaroshenko denies the necessity for a single political 
economy for all social formations, on the grounds that every social 
formation has its specific economic laws. But he is absolutely wrong 
there, and is at variance with such Marxists as Engels and Lenin. 
Engels says that political economy is "the science of the conditions 
and forms under which the various human societies have produced 
and exchanged and on this basis have distributed their products." 
Hence, political economy investigates the laws of economic 
development not of any one social formation, but of the various social 


formations. 

With this, as we know, Lenin was in full agreement. In his critical 
comments on Bukharin's Economics of the Transition Period, he said 
that Bukharin was wrong in restricting the province of political 
economy to commodity production, and above all to capitalist 
production, observing that in doing so Bukharin was taking "a step 
backward from Engels." 

Fully in conformity with this is the definition of political economy 
given in the draft textbook, when it says that political economy is the 
science which studies "the laws of the social production and 
distribution of material values at the various stages of development of 
human society." 

That is understandable. The various social formations are governed 
in their economic development not only by their own specific economic 
laws, but also by the economic laws that are common to all formations, 
such as, for instance, the law that the productive forces and the 
relations of production are united in one integral social production, and 
the law governing the relations between the productive forces and the 
relations of production in the process of development of all social 
formations. Hence, social formations are not only divided from one 
another by their own specific laws, but also connected with one 
another by the economic laws common to all formations. 

Engels was quite right when he said: 

"In order to carry out this critique of bourgeois economy completely, 
an acquaintance with the capitalist form of production, exchange and 
distribution did not suffice. The forms which had preceded it or those 
which still exist alongside it in less developed countries had also, at 
least in their main features, to be examined and compared." 

It is obvious that here, on this question, Comrade Yaroshenko is in 
tune with Bukharin. 

Further, Comrade Yaroshenko declares that in his "Political 
Economy of Socialism," "the categories of political economy -- value, 
commodity, money, credit, etc., -- are replaced by a healthy discussion 
of the rational organization of the productive forces in social 
production,” that, consequently, the subject of investigation of this 
political economy will not be the production relations of socialism, but 
"the elaboration and development of a scientific theory of the 
organization of the productive forces, theory of economic planning, 
etc.," and that, under socialism, the relations of production lose their 
independent significance and are absorbed by the productive forces 
as a component part of them. 

It must be said that never before has any retrograde "Marxist" 
delivered himself of such unholy twaddle. Just imagine a political 
economy of socialism without economic, production problems! Does 
such a political economy exist anywhere in creation? What is the 
effect, in a political economy of socialism, of replacing economic 
problems by problems of organization of the productive forces? The 
effect is to abolish the political economy of socialism. And that is just 
what Comrade Yaroshenko does -- he abolishes the political economy 
of socialism. In this, his position fully gibes with that of Bukharin. 
Bukharin said that with the elimination of capitalism, political economy 
would also be eliminated. Comrade Yaroshenko does not say this, but 


he does it; he does abolish the political economy of socialism. True, he 
pretends that he is not in full agreement with Bukharin; but that is only 
a trick, and a cheap trick at that. In actual fact he is doing what 
Bukharin preached and what Lenin rose up in arms against. Comrade 
Yaroshenko is following in the footsteps of Bukharin. 

Further, Comrade Yaroshenko reduces the problems of the political 
economy of socialism to problems of the rational organization of the 
productive forces, to problems of economic planning, etc. But he is 
profoundly in error. The rational organization of the productive forces, 
economic planning, etc., are not problems of political economy, but 
problems of the economic policy of the directing bodies. They are two 
different provinces, which must not be confused. Comrade Yaroshenko 
has confused these two different things, and has made a terrible mess 
of it. Political economy investigates the laws of development of men's 
relations of production. Economic policy draws practical conclusions 
from this, gives them concrete shape, and builds its day-to-day work 
on them. To foist upon political economy problems of economic policy 
is to kill it as a science. 

The province of political economy is the production, the economic, 
relations of men. It includes: a) the forms of ownership of the means of 
production; b) the status of the various social groups in production and 
their interrelations that follow from these forms, or what Marx calls: 
"they exchange their activities"; c) the forms of distribution of products, 
which are entirely determined by them. All these together constitute 
the province of political economy. 

This definition does not contain the word "exchange," which figures 
in Engels’ definition. It is omitted because "exchange" is usually 
understood by many to mean exchange of commodities, which is 
characteristic not of all, but only of some social formations, and this 
sometimes gives rise to misunderstanding, even though the word 
"exchange" with Engels did not mean only commodity exchange. As 
will be seen, however, that which Engels meant by the word 
"exchange" has been included, as a component part, in the above 
definition. Hence, this definition of the province of political economy 
fully coincides in content with Engels’ definition. 


2. When speaking of the basic economic law of some particular 
social formation, the presumption usually is that the latter cannot have 
several basic economic laws, that it can have only some one basic 
economic law, which precisely for that reason is the basic law. 
Otherwise we should have several basic economic laws for each 
social formation, which would be contrary to the very concept of a 
basic law. But Comrade Yaroshenko does not agree with this. He 
thinks that it is possible to have not one, but several basic economic 
laws of socialism. It is incredible, but a fact. At the Plenary Discussion, 
he said: 

"The magnitudes and correlations of the material funds of social 
production and reproduction are determined by the available labour 
power engaged in social production and its prospective increase. This 
is the basic economic law of socialist society, and it determines the 
structure of socialist social production and reproduction." 

That is one basic economic law of socialism. 


In this same speech Comrade Yaroshenko declared: 

"In socialist society, the correlations between Departments | and II 
are determined by the fact that production must have means of 
production in quantities sufficient to enlist all the able-bodied members 
of the population in social production. This is the basic economic law 
of socialism, and it is at the same time a demand of our Constitution, 
following from the right to work enjoyed by Soviet citizens." 

That, so to speak, is a second basic economic law of socialism. 

Lastly, in his letter to the members of the Political Bureau, Comrade 
Yaroshenko declares: 

"Accordingly, the essential features and requirements of the basic 
economic law of socialism may, it seems to me, be roughly formulated 
as follows: the continuous expansion and perfection of the production 
of the material and cultural conditions of life of society." 

Here we have a third basic economic law of socialism. 

Whether all these laws are basic economic laws of socialism, or 
only one of them, and if only one of them, which exactly -- to these 
questions Comrade Yaroshenko gives no answer in his last letter 
addressed to the members of the Political Bureau. When formulating 
the basic economic law of socialism in his letter to the members of the 
Political Bureau he "forgot," it is to be presumed, that in his speech at 
the Plenary Discussion three months earlier he had already formulated 
two other basic economic laws of socialism, evidently believing that 
nobody would notice this dubious manoeuvre, to say the least of it. 
But, as we see, he miscalculated. 

Let us assume that the first two basic economic laws of socialism 
formulated by Comrade Yaroshenko no longer exist, and that from now 
on he regards as the basic economic law of socialism the third one, 
which he formulated in his letter to the members of the Political 
Bureau. Let us turn to this letter. 

Comrade Yaroshenko says in this letter that he does not agree with 
the definition of the basic economic law of socialism which Comrade 
Stalin gave in his "Remarks." He says: 

"The chief thing in this definition is 'the securing of the maximum 
satisfaction of . . . the requirements of the whole of society.’ Production 
is presented here as the means of attaining this principal aim -- 
satisfaction of requirements. Such a definition furnishes grounds for 
assuming that the basic economic law of socialism formulated by you 
is based not on the primacy of production, but on the primacy of 
consumption." 

It is evident that Comrade Yaroshenko has completely failed to 
understand the essence of the problem, and does not see that talk 
about the primacy of consumption or of production has absolutely 
nothing to do with the case. When speaking of the primacy of any 
social process over another, it is usually assumed that the two 
processes are more or less homogeneous in character. One may, and 
should, speak of the primacy of the production of means of production 
over the production of means of consumption, because production is 
involved in both cases, and they are therefore more or less 
homogeneous. But one cannot speak, and it would be wrong to speak, 
of the primacy of consumption over production, or of production over 
consumption, because production and consumption are two entirely 


different spheres, which, it is true, are connected with one another, but 
which are different spheres all the same. Comrade Yaroshenko 
obviously fails to realize that what we are speaking of here is not the 
primacy of consumption or of production, but of what aim society sets 
social production, to what purpose it subordinates social production, 
say under socialism. So that when Comrade Yaroshenko says that 
"the basis of the life of socialist society, as of all other society, is 
production," it is entirely beside the point. Comrade Yaroshenko 
forgets that men produce not for production's sake, but in order to 
satisfy their needs. He forgets that production divorced from the 
satisfaction of the needs of society withers and dies. 

Can we speak in general of the aims of capitalist or socialist 
production, of the purposes to which capitalist or socialist production 
are subordinated? | think that we can and should. 

Marx says: 

"The direct aim of production is not the production of goods, but the 
prouction surplus value, or of profit in its developed form; not the 
product, but the surplus product. From this standpoint, labour itself is 
productive only in so far as it creates profit or surplus product for 
capital. In so far as the worker does not create it, his labour is 
unproductive. Consequently, the sum-total of applied productive labour 
is of interest to capital only to the extent that through it -- or in relation 
to it -- the sum-total of surplus labour increases. Only to that extent is 
what is called necessary labour time necessary. To the extent that it 
does not produce this result, it is superfluous and has to be 
discontinued. 

"It is the constant aim of capitalist production to produce the 
maximum surplus value or surplus product with the minimum of capital 
advanced; in so far as this result is not attained by overworking the 
labourer, it is a tendency of capital to seek to produce a given product 
with the least expenditure -- economizing labour power and costs. .. . 

"The labourers themselves figure in this conception as what they 
actually are in capitalist production -- only means of production; not an 
aim in themselves and not the aim of production." 

These words of Marx are remarkable not only because they define 
the aim of capitalist production concisely and precisely, but also 
because they indicate the basic aim, the principal purpose, which 
should be set for socialist production. 

Hence, the aim of capitalist production is profit-making. As to 
consumption, capitalism needs it only in so far as it ensures the 
making of profit. Outside of this, consumption means nothing to 
capitalism. Man and his needs disappear from its field of vision. 

What is the aim of socialist production? What is that main purpose 
to which social production should be subordinated under socialism? 

The aim of socialist production is not profit, but man and his needs, 
that is, the satisfaction of his material and cultural requirements. As is 
stated in Comrade Stalin's "Remarks," the aim of socialist production 
is "the securing of the maximum satisfaction of the constantly rising 
material and cultural requirements of the whole of society." 

Comrade Yaroshenko thinks that what he is confronted with here is 
the "primacy" of consumption over production. That, of course, is a 
misapprehension. Actually, what we have here is not the primacy of 


consumption, but the subordination of socialist production to its 
principal aim of securing the maximum satisfaction of the constantly 
rising material and cultural requirements of the whole of society. 

Consequently, maximum satisfaction of the constantly rising 
material and cultural requirements of the whole of society is the aim of 
socialist production; continuous expansion and perfection of socialist 
production on the basis of higher techniques is the means for the 
achievement of the aim. 

Such is the basic economic law of socialism. 

Desiring to preserve what he calls the "primacy" of production over 
consumption, Comrade Yaroshenko claims that the "basic economic 
law of socialism" consists in "the continuous expansion and perfection 
of the production of the material and cultural conditions of society." 
That is absolutely wrong. Comrade Yaroshenko grossly distorts and 
vitiates the formula given in Comrade Stalin's "Remarks." With him, 
production is converted from a means into an end, and the maximum 
satisfaction of the constantly rising material and cultural requirements 
of society is thrown out. What we get is expansion of production for the 
sake of expansion of production, production as an aim in itself; man 
and his requirements disappear from Comrade Yaroshenko's field of 
vision. 

It is therefore not surprising that, with the disappearance of man as 
the aim of socialist production, every vestige of Marxism disappears 
from Comrade Yaroshenko's "conception." 

And so, what Comrade Yaroshenko arrives at is not the "primacy" of 
production over consumption, but something like the "primacy" of 
bourgeois ideology over Marxist ideology. 


3. A question by itself is Marx's theory of reproduction. Comrade 
Yaroshenko asserts that the Marxist theory of reproduction is a theory 
of capitalist reproduction only, that it contains nothing that might have 
validity for other social formations, the socialist social formation in 
particular. He says: 

"The extension of Marx's scheme of reproduction, which he 
elaborated for the capitalist economy, to socialist social production is 
the fruit of a dogmatic understanding of Marx's theory and runs 
counter to the essence of his theory." 

He further asserts: "Marx's scheme of reproduction does not 
correspond to the economic laws of socialist society and cannot serve 
as a basis in the investigation of socialist reproduction." 

Concerning Marx's theory of simple reproduction, which establishes 
a definite correlation between the production of means of production 
(Department |) and the production of means of consumption 
(Department II), Comrade Yaroshenko says: 

"In socialist society, the correlation between Departments | and II is 
not determined by Marx's formula v+m of Department | and c of 
Department II. There should be no such interconnection in 
development between Departments | and II under socialist conditions." 
He asserts: "The theory of the correlation between Departments | and 
Il worked out by Marx is not applicable in our socialist conditions, since 
Marx's theory is based on capitalist economy and its laws." 

That is how Comrade Yaroshenko makes mincemeat of Marx's 


theory of reproduction. 

Of course, Marx's theory of reproduction, which was the fruit of an 
investigation of the laws of the capitalist mode of production, reflects 
the specific character of the latter, and, naturally, is clothed in the form 
of capitalist-commodity value relations. It could not have been 
otherwise. But he who sees in Marx's theory of reproduction only its 
form, and does not observe its fundamentals, its essential substance, 
which holds good not only for the capitalist social formation alone, has 
no understanding whatever of this theory. If Comrade Yaroshenko had 
any understanding at all of the matter, he would have realized the self- 
evident truth that Marx's scheme of reproduction does not begin and 
end with a reflection of the specific character of the capitalist mode of 
production, that it at the same time contains a whole number of 
fundamental tenets on the subject of reproduction which hold good for 
all social formations, particularly and especially for the socialist social 
formation. Such fundamental tenets of the Marxist theory of 
reproduction as the division of social production into the production of 
means of production and the production of means of consumption; the 
relatively greater increase of production of means of production in 
reproduction on an extended scale; the correlation between 
Departments | and II; surplus product as the sole source of 
accumulation; the formation and designation of the social funds; 
accumulation as the sole source of reproduction on an extended scale 
-- all these fundamental tenets of the Marxist theory of reproduction 
are at the same time tenets which hold good not only for the capitalist 
formation, and which no socialist society can dispense with in the 
planning of its national economy. It is significant that Comrade 
Yaroshenko himself, who snorts so haughtily at Marx's "schemes of 
reproduction," is obliged every now and again to call in the help of 
these "schemes" when discussing problems of socialist reproduction. 

And how did Lenin and Marx view the matter? 

Everyone is familiar with Lenin's critical comments on Bukharin's 
Economics of the Transition Period. In these remarks, as we know, 
Lenin recognized that Marx's formula of the correlation between 
Departments | and II, against which Comrade Yaroshenko rises in 
arms, holds true both for socialism and for "pure communism," that is, 
for the second phase of communism. 

As to Marx, he, as we know, did not like to digress from his 
investigation of the laws of capitalist production, and did not, in his 
Capital, discuss the applicability of his schemes of reproduction to 
socialism. However, in Chapter XX, Vol. Il of Capital, in the section, 
"The Constant Capital of Department |," where he examines the 
exchange of Department | products within this department, Marx, as 
though in passing, observes that under socialism the exchange of 
products within this department would proceed with the same 
regularity as under the capitalist mode of production. He says: 

"If production were socialized, instead of capitalistic, it is evident 
that these products of Department | would just as regularly be 
redistributed as means of production to the various lines of production 
of this department, for purposes of reproduction, one portion remaining 
directly in that sphere of production which created it, another passing 
over to other lines of production of the same department, thereby 


entertaining a constant mutual exchange between the various lines of 
production of this department." 

Consequently, Marx by no means considered that his theory of 
reproduction was valid only for the capitalist mode of production, 
although it was the laws of the capitalist mode of production he was 
investigating. We see, on the contrary, that he held that his theory of 
reproduction might be valid also for the socialist mode of production. 

It should be remarked that, when analyzing the economics of 
socialism and of the transitional period to communism in his Critique of 
the Gotha Program, Marx proceeds from the fundamental tenets of his 
theory of reproduction, evidently regarding them as obligatory for the 
communist system. It should also be remarked that when Engels, in 
his Anti-Duhring, criticizes DUhring's "socialitarian system" and dis 
cusses the economics of the socialist system, he likewise proceeds 
from the fundamental tenets of Marx's theory of reproduction, 
regarding them as obligatory for the communist system. 

Such are the facts. 

It appears, then, that here too, in the question of reproduction, 
Comrade Yaroshenko, despite his sneering attitude towards Marx's 
"schemes," has again landed on the shoals. 


4. Comrade Yaroshenko concludes his letter to the members of the 
Political Bureau with the proposal that the compilation of the "Political 
Economy of Socialism" be entrusted to him. He writes: 

"On the basis of the definition of the province of the political- 
economic science of socialism outlined by me at the plenary meeting, 
in the working panel, and in the present letter, and utilizing the Marxist 
dialectical method, | could, with the help of two assistants, work out in 
the space of one year, or a year and a half at most, the theoretical 
solution of the basic problems of the political economy of socialism, 
that is, expound the Marxist, Leninist-Stalinist theory of the political 
economy of socialism, a theory which would convert this science into 
an effective weapon of the struggle of the people for communism." 

It must be confessed that modesty is not one of Comrade 
Yaroshenko's failings -- "even the other way round," it might be said, 
borrowing the style of some of our writers. 

It has already been pointed out above that Comrade Yaroshenko 
confuses the political economy of socialism with the economic policy 
of the directing bodies. That which he considers the province of the 
political economy of socialism -- rational organization of the productive 
forces, economic planning, formation of social funds, etc. -- is the 
province of the economic policy of the directing bodies, and not of the 
political economy of socialism. 

| say nothing of the fact that the serious blunders committed by 
Comrade Yaroshenko, and his un-Marxist "opinion" do not incline one 
to entrust him with such a task. 


KK 


Conclusions: 

1) The complaint Comrade Yaroshenko levels at the managers of 
the discussion is untenable, since they, being Marxists, could not in 
their summarizing documents reflect his un-Marxist "opinion"; 


2) Comrade Yaroshenko's request to be entrusted with the writing of 
the political economy of socialism cannot be taken seriously, if only 
because it reeks of Khlestakovism. 

J. Stalin 

May 22, 1952" 

(Stalin: ECONOMIC PROBLEMS OF SOCIALISM IN THE U.S.S.R.) 
Stalin did not only defend brilliantly the Marxist point of view of political 
economy against revisionist distortions. Stalin further developed the 
political economy of socialism and defended it against revisionist 
dismantling. The modern revisionists deviated from the economic 
doctrines of Stalin, initially concealed and then more and more open. 
The so called "economic reforms" of the modern revisionists were 
needed for the step-by-step restoration of the political economy of 
capitalism. Gradually, the modern revisionists replaced the political 
economy of socialism through the political economy of capitalism 
(always under the mask of "Marxism-Leninism"). 

Our criticism of modern revisionism is based on the material 
processes of restoration of capitalism. The Being determines the 
Consciousness - also in the revisionist social formation. Therefore, the 
transition from a socialist society into the revisionist society can not be 
understood without our scientific investigation of the revisionist mode 
of production. The basis for the transition of the socialist (non- 
antagonistic) class society into the revisionist (antagonistic) class 
society, that is the transition from the socialist relations of production to 
the revisionist relations of production, is the restoration of wage- 
slavery. The revisionist economy is the basis of the revisionist 
ideology. The material basis of modern revisionism is the restoration of 
capitalism. 

Just as the capitalist law of political economy has objective character 
(a law that acts independently of our will), so also the law of political 
economy of socialism, the law of restored capitalism, and the law of 
the restored socialism are all objective laws. In the history of all 
hitherto existing formations of society, the basic economic law plays 
always the dominating, crucial role, and thus also in the current and 
future social world order. The basic economic law of capitalism in 
general, and of monopoly capitalism in particular; also the basic 
economic law of socialism, also that of the restoration of capitalism 
and the restoration of socialism, they are all such laws which 
determine all the important processes of economy. These laws 
determine the mode of production in every society. 


What is the basic economic law of capitalism, monopoly capitalism, 
socialism, the law of the restored capitalism and what is the economic 
law of the restored socialism ? 

We postulate the universal law of economy which was, is and will be 
also in future the basis of all social formations 

- the ultimate accordance of the social productive forces with the 
relations of production 

We know already the first three definitions of the Classics of Marxism- 
Leninism. The last two definitions will be then derived from the three 
first: 

The parasitism is characteristic for imperialism. Parasitism is also 


typical for the social-imperialist state (plunder of other nations and 
nourishing a socialist labor aristocracy as a social bearer against the 
socialist working class and toiling masses - demoralization of the 
socialist working class). The utilization of the basic economic law of 
socialism is increasingly restricted and sanctioned. The socialist mode 
of production atrophied and gets more and more into a status of 
crises, decomposition and putrefaction. This is the breeding ground for 
the restoration of the capitalist mode of production, which is based, 
primarily, on the exploitation and oppression of the working class. 
Caused by the restoration of capitalism, the basic economic law of 
socialism looses gradually its meaning while the basic economic law of 
(monopoly) capitalism is utilized with more and more intensity. The 
working class is stripped of their socialist achievements gradually. The 
new bourgeoisie burgeons as capitalist parasite within the socialist 
economic organism, weakens it, and imbibes it in the end. The 
socialist crises and putrefaction processes are caused by the state 
monopoly of the bourgeoisie over the means of production. The new 
capitalist relations of production become a fessel of the socialist 
productive forces while the new bourgeoisie transforms the socialist 
public property, step-by-step, into state-capitalist property. With more 
and more restoration of capitalist production, the socialist production 
withers more and more away. And the old non-antagonistic socialist 
class society gives gradually way to the new antagonistic class society 
of capitalism. 

Marxism-Leninism is the only theory that demonstrates and explains 
the economic decline of the socialist formation of society, the totality of 
its putrefaction and all the inherent laws and contradictions, namely on 
scientific bases. 

The world bourgeoisie, by her own efforts, would be unable to master 
the restoration of capitalism. This was only possible by the new 
bourgeoisie which matured - steadily - within the socialist society. The 
new bourgeoisie knew the weak points of socialist economy and took 
advantage of them in her own interest, namely through occupation of 
more and more key-positions within the whole socialist economic 
apparatus. The new bourgeoisie of revisionism in power possessed 
the knowledge and experience in dealing with the fundamental law of 
socialist economy. She understood to restrict more and more its 
sphere of action. Moreover, the modern revisionists were supported by 
foreign capitalist states which provided them with the modernest 
capitalist economical know-how (not least by means of economic 
espionage). In this way, the modern revisionists proved to be able to 
promote the sphere of action of the capitalist basic law. 

The world socialism emanates from world capitalism. "The womb of 
which world socialism crawls from, is still going strong". That is why 
the birthmarks of capitalism cannot be shaken off immediately. This is 
only possible in a long historical process. 

Both in socialism "in one country", and in the world socialism the fight 
against the birthmarks of the basic economic law of capitalism is not 
finally decided. It is raging class struggle - "Who whom?" , namely 
throughout the historical period of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
The economic leftovers of capitalism can be completely eliminated not 
before the era of world communism. True, the danger of the 


restoration of capitalism becomes avoidable the first time in world 
socialism, but this danger exists until world communism. The modern 
revisionists, they spread the thesis that the danger of the restoration of 
capitalism "would no longer exist" under socialism. This way, the 
socialist working class became disarmed economically. 

The commodity production and the law of value and the inherent 
dangers of the restoration of capitalism will be unavoidable if the 
capitalist encirclement of a socialist state is not eliminated. The 
commodity production and the law of value and the inherent dangers 
of the restoration of capitalism will be avoidable, if the capitalist 
encirclement is replaced by a socialist environment. The replacement 
of capitalist encirclement by a socialist environment is only possible 
and realizable by the victory of the socialist world revolution of the 
world proletariat under the leadership of the Communist International. 
Regarding the production of commodities, so Stalin negated the theory 
that production of commodities would always unavoidably lead to 
capitalism: 

"It is said that commodity production must lead, is bound to lead, to 
capitalism all the same, under al conditions. That is not true. Not 
always and not under all conditions! Commodity production must not 
be identified with capitalist production. They are two different things. 
Capitalist production is the highest form of commodity production. 
Commodity production leads to capitalism only if there is private 
ownership of the means of production, if labour power appears in the 
market as a commodity which can be bought by the capitalist and 
exploited in the process of production, and if, consequently, the 
system of exploitation of wageworkers by capitalists exists in the 
country. Capitalist production begins when the means of production 
are concentrated in private hands, and when the workers are bereft of 
means of production and are compelled to sell their labour power as a 
commodity. Without this there is no such thing as capitalist production. 
Well, and what is to be done if the conditions for the conversion of 
commodity production into capitalist production do not exist, if the 
means of production are no longer private but socialist property, if the 
system of wage labour no longer exists and labour power is no longer 
a commodity, and if the system of exploitation has long been abolished 
-- can it be considered then that commodity production will lead to 
Capitalism all the same? No, it cannot. Yet ours is precisely such a 
society, a society where private ownership of the means of production, 
the system of wage labour, and the system of exploitation have long 
ceased to exist. 

Commodity production must not be regarded as something 
sufficient unto itself, something independent of the surrounding 
economic conditions. Commodity production is older than capitalist 
production. It existed in slave-owning society, and served it, but did not 
lead to capitalism. It existed in feudal society and served it, yet, 
although it prepared some of the conditions for capitaiist production, it 
did not lead to capitalism. Why then, one asks, cannot commodity 
production similarly serve our socialist society for a certain period 
without leading to capitalism, bearing in mind that in our country 
commodity production is not so boundless and all-embracing as it is 
under capitalist conditions, being confined within strict bounds thanks 


to such decisive economic conditions as social ownership of the 
means of production, the abolition of the system of wage labour, and 
the elimination of the system of exploitation? 

It is said that, since the domination of social ownership of the means 
of production has been established in our country, and the system of 
wage labour and exploitation has been abolished, commodity 
production has lost all meaning and should therefore be done away 
with. 

That is also untrue. Today there are two basic forms of socialist 
production in our county: state, or publicly-owned production and 
collective-farm production, which cannot be said to be publicly owned. 
In the state enterprises, the means of production and the product of 
production are national property. In the collective farm, although the 
means of production (land, machines) do belong to the state, the 
product of production is the property of the different collective farms 
since the labour, as well as the seed, is their own, while the land, 
which has been turned over to the collective farms in perpetual tenure, 
is used by them virtually as their own property, in spite of the fact that 
they cannot sell, buy, lease or mortgage it. 

The effect of this is that the state disposes only of the product of the 
state enterprises, while the product of the collective farms, being their 
property,is dispoded of only by them. But the collective farms are 
unwilling to alienate the products except in the form of commodities in 
exchange for which they desire to receive the commodities they need. 
At present the collective farms will not recognize any other economic 
relation with the town except the commodity relation -- exchange 
through purchase and sale. Because of this, commodity production 
and trade are as much a necessity with us today as they were, say, 
thirty years ago, when Lenin spoke of the necessity of developing 
trade to the utmost. 

Of course, when instead of the two basic production sectors, the 
state sector and the collective-farm sector, there will be only one all- 
embracing production sector, with the right to dispose of all the 
consumer goods produced in the country, commodity circulation, with 
its "money economy," will disappear, as being an unnecessary 
element in the national economy. But so long as this is not the case, 
so long as the two basic production sectors remain, commodity 
production and commodity circulation must remain in force, as a 
necessary and very useful element in our system of national economy. 
How the formation of a single and united sector will come about, 
whether simply by the swallowing up of the collective-farm sector by 
the state sector -- which is hardly likely (because that would be looked 
upon as the expropriation of the collective farms) -- or by the setting up 
of a single national economic body (comprising representatives of 
state industry and of the collective farms), with the right at first to keep 
account of all consumer product in the country, and eventually also to 
distribute it, by way, say, of products-exchange -- is a special question 
which requires separate discussion. 

Consequently, our commodity production is not of the ordinary type, 
but is a special kind of commodity production, commodity production 
without capitalists, which is concerned mainly with the goods of 
associated socialist producers (the state, the collective farms, the 


cooperatives), the sphere of action of which is confined to items of 
personal consumption, which obviously cannot possibly develop into 
capitalist production, and which, together with its "money economy," is 
designed to serve the development and consolidation of socialist 
production. 

Absolutely mistaken, therefore, are those comrades who allege that, 
since socialist society has not abolished commodity forms of 
production, we are bound to have the reappearance of all the 
economic categories characteristic of capitalism: labour power as a 
commodity, surplus value, capital, capitalist profit, the average rate of 
profit, etc. These comrades confuse commodity production with 
capitalist production, and believe that once there is commodity 
production there must also be capitalist production. They do not 
realize that our commodity production radically differs from commodity 
production under capitalism." 

(Stalin: ECONOMIC PROBLEMS OF SOCIALISM IN THE U.S.S.R.) 
First, Stalin disproved the claim that the socialist economy would 
inevitably restore capitalism. Stalin taught that certain forms of 
commodity production are unavoidable as long as the collective 
property exists in socialism. 

Secondly, Stalin criticized the bad habit under socialist conditions, 
namely the uncritically use of such terms and categories which are 
exclusively applicable for the capitalist economy. Stalin did not tolerate 
the equatization of capitalist terms and categories with socialist terms 
and categories. The modern revisionists did not stop with confusing 
capitalist and socialist terms of economy. Most diverse 
capitalist/"socialist" hybrid constructions followed in the course of 
restoration of capitalism. The Soviet revisionists identified the socialist 
commodity production with capitalist commodity production. They 
decided the law of value to become the regulator of economy and 
transformed the working force into a commodity, the typical feature of 
bourgeois class society. Stalin pointed his finger on the wound, namely 
the all too liberal dealing with the law of value, which is and can not be 
no longer a regulator of production in socialism. Between the lines we 
can easily see that Stalin had to have come to the conclusion that the 
revisionist forces pursued the restoration of capitalism: 

The trouble is not that production in our country is influenced by the 
law of value. The trouble is that our business executives and planners, 
with few exceptions, are poorly acquainted with the operations of the 
law of value, do not study them, and are unable to take account of 
them in their computations. This, in fact, explains the confusion that 
still reigns in the sphere of price-fixing policy. 

Actually, the sphere of operation of the law of value under our 
economic system is strictly limited and placed within definite bounds. It 
has already been said that the sphere of operation of commodity 
production is restricted and placed within definite bounds by our 
system. The same must be said of the sphere of operation of the law 
of value. Undoubtedly, the fact that private ownership of the means of 
production does not exist, and that the means of production both in 
town and country are socialized, cannot but restrict the sphere of 
operation of the law of value and the extent of its influence on 
production. 


The effect of all this, taken together, is that the sphere of operation of 
the law of value in our country is strictly limited, and that the law of 
value cannot under our system function as the regulator of production. 

This, indeed, explains the "striking" fact that whereas in our country 
the law of value, in spite of the steady and rapid expansion of our 
socialist production, does not lead to crises of overproduction, in the 
capitalist countries this same law, whose sphere of operation is very 
wide under capitalism, does lead, in spite of the low rate of expansion 
of production, to periodical crises of overproduction. 

It is said that the law of value is a permanent law, binding upon all 
periods of historical development, and that if it does lose its function as 
a regulator of exchange relations in the second phase of communist 
society, it retains at this phase of development its function as a 
regulator of the relations between the various branches of production, 
as a regulator of the distribution of labour among them. 

That is quite untrue. Value, like the law of value, is a historical 
category connected with the existence of commodity production. With 
the disappearance of commodity production, value and its forms and 
the law of value also disappear. 

Totally incorrect, too, is the assertion that under our present economic 
system, in the first phase of development of communist society, the 
law of value regulates the "proportions" of labour distributed among 
the various branches of production. 

If this were true, it would be incomprehensible why our light 
industries, which are the most profitable, are not being developed to 
the utmost, and why preference is given to our heavy industries, which 
are often less profitable, and some times altogether unprofitable. 
Obviously, if we were to follow the lead of these comrades, we should 
have to cease giving primacy to the production of means of production 
in favour of the production of articles of consumption. And what would 
be the effect of ceasing to give primacy to the production of the means 
of production? The effect would be to destroy the possibility of the 
continuous expansion of our national economy, because the national 
economy cannot be continuously expanded with out giving primacy to 
the production of means of production. 

(Stalin: ECONOMIC PROBLEMS OF SOCIALISM IN THE U.S.S.R.) 
The modern revisionists trampled under food these most important 
economic teachings of Stalin. For example, the Khrushchevites gave 
primacy to the consumptive production, to light industry (Mikoyan) etc. 
which caused deep economic crises. 

Stalin was a Titan in the fight against the restoration of capitalism. The 
restoration of capitalism could be realized by the modern revisionists 
only after Stalin's death. The history of the struggle against the 
restoration of capitalism is the history of the hitherto sharpest class 
struggle. It is the history of the strongest resistance, that the defeated 
old classes have ever led against the rule of the new classes. And this 
with success as history has shown. The Political Economy of 
revisionism in power contributed to the relative stabilization of world 
capitalism and made the revival of socialism more difficult. However, 
viewed dialectically, our critique of the political economy of the 
revisionists is a valuable treasure of negative experiences for the fight 
against the danger of restoration of capitalism in the coming epoch of 


world socialism. 

The shapes of the socialist mode of production remain as a shell until 
the new capitalist mode of production has reached its full maturity. The 
"socialist" shell was dropped completely after the collapse of the 
Soviet union. Then began the transition to private ownership at the 
means of production - ready for assimilation through the capitalist 
world order. 

The empty shell of the old socialist relations of production remained 
relatively long for the purpose of masking the restoration of capitalism. 
Marx and Engels taught that the transition from capitalist relations of 
production into socialist relations of production cannot take place 
immediately. This principle is also valid contrariwise: The modern 
revisionists could not transform the socialist relations of production into 
private relations of production in only one step. The modern 
revisionists needed the state-capitalist form of relations of production 
which was masked behind the label of alleged "socialist relations of 
production". The modern revisionists had always to count with the fact 
that their fraud would leak out. This would endanger their own 
rulership and consequently their power over the relations of 
production. Therefore, there were heavy disagreements among the 
different revisionist cliques about the decisions on the right timing and 
scope of all the gradually steps of the restoration of capitalism - 
namely without losing their face. The so-called "economic reforms" 
were expression and result of the struggle which took place among the 
revisionist Cliques, namely in the whole course of the restoration of 
capitalism. Contradictions were inevitable between the bureaucratic 
centralism of state monopoly on the one hand, and the economic 
liberalism on the other hand, for example the different forms of 
decentralized "self-management" of the individual production plants. 
These contradictions characterized the crises-shaken processes of the 
restoration of capitalism. These contradictions are even still effective in 
today's Russian imperialist order. 


5. the basic economic law of the restoration of socialism 

The basic economic law of the restoration of socialism is the dialectical 
law of motion for the transition of the relations of production of world 
capitalism to the relations of production of world socialism. The 
material conditions for the reactivation of the basic economic law of 
socialism on a global level will have matured to such degree that the 
basic economic law of capitalism loses its effectualness 
simultaneously. 

What are the essential features of the restoration of socialism ? 

- Instead of globalized securing maximum profits = securing globally 
the maximum satisfaction of the material and cultural needs of the 
world society; 

- Instead of interruptions of world production between upswing and 
crisis = continuous, uninterrupted growth of world production; 

- Instead of periodic interruptions in the development of technology 
(accompanied by overproduction, accompanied by crises of world 
market and even global destruction of the productive forces) = 
continuous improvement of world production on the basis of the 
revolutionization in technology. 


- Instead of growing destruction of nature, its resources etc, caused by 
a ruinous and ruthless mode of capitalist production = a socialist mode 
of production in harmony with the nature, a production for the 
protection of nature. 

The driving force for the action of the basic economic law of socialist 
world economy is the liberation of the world's productive forces from 
the chains of world-capitalist relations of production, the creation of 
world-socialist relations of production by the world dictatorship of the 
proletariat - by means of world socialist revolution. 

The victory of the socialist world revolution is the political prerequisite 
for bringing the world-productive forces and the world relations of 
production in full accordance. Without this accordance, the basic 
economic law of socialist world economy can unfold no action. The 
world-socialist mode of production is based on the accordance of the 
world-productive forces and the world-socialist relations of production. 
Based on this basic economic law of world socialism the law of well- 
planned global economy can be successfully applied, if two pre- 
conditions are fulfilled: 1. if the really existing conditions of socialist 
world economy are correctly and properly reflected, for about 10 years 
in advance; 2. if it is in accordance with the requirements of the basic 
economic law of world socialism. 

By means of the restoration of socialism we cannot conjure a 
socialism in its previous original state. Restoration in circumstances 
obtaining at the time is impossible and violates the laws of historical 
materialism. World socialism emerges from the actually existing 
development of world capitalism and not from that of the time of the 
October Revolution. Out of the globalized mode of capitalist production 
comes nothing but the globalized mode of socialist production. And 
this dialectical and materialist principle is consequently the only correct 
Stalinist-Hoxhaist basis for the definition of the future restoration of 
socialism. History has shown that the socialist working class did not 
succeed to defend socialism in the fight against the revisionists. Never 
underestimate the danger of revisionism, especially not in the period of 
the restoration of socialism ! Stalinism-Hoxhaism teaches that the 
struggle against neo-revisionism in the new period of the restoration of 
socialism will be far harder than the struggle against the restoration of 
capitalism had ever been. 

We have seen: The economics of modern revisionism is nothing else 
than bourgeois economics of parasitic and dying socialism, is the 
economics of bourgeois socialism, is the economy of the state 
monopoly capitalism of a new type. Socialism is only lost at capitalism, 
if the working class is neither willing nor able to reconquer the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. 

This is only possible by means of a new socialist revolution for the 
overthrow of the rule of the revisionists. The restauration of socialism 
is absolutely impossible by means of the "rescue" of revisionist 
countries. Socialism can only be restored on the ruins of bourgeois 
socialism, on the ruins of the revisionist countries. 

There is a Stalinist-Hoxhaist and a neo-revisionist line of the 
restoration of socialism which differ at follows: The neo-revisionist view 
assumes - or better said - stubbornly insist on the first period of 
socialism "in one country" which became historically irrefutable 


assimilated by capitalism, namely because socialism "in one country" 
could not withstand the capitalist-revisionist encirclement in the long 
run. The avoidance of the restoration of capitalism can only be 
guaranteed on the international scale (see teachings of Lenin and 
Stalin). Socialism can only be on a higher level of social development 
be restored, on the real existing material basis of a globalized level. 
The law of the negation of the negation of socialism states that 
socialism is produced at a higher stage of development again, namely 
by means of the world socialist revolution. If we want to smash 
capitalism today, then we have to cope with the predominant power of 
globalized capitalism. Then, from the womb of globalized capitalism, 
socialism can not be otherwise reborn, than in a new globalized form. 
The dialectic of proletarian internationalism is expressed by the 
prevailing trend of world revolution, by the tendency of the prevailing 
world revolutionary consciousness of the world proletariat, by the 
internationalist teachings of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism that 
illuminate the way towards world socialism. 

What is therefore the restoration of socialism? 

The Restoration of socialism is nothing else than the rebirth of 
socialism on its globalized, higher stage, on the stage of world 
socialism! Stalinism-Hoxhaism is the only global-revolutionary theory, 
with which the world proletariat realizes the world socialism. The 
necessity of the socialist world revolution as the pre-condition for the 
restoration of socialism cannot be denied. Stalinism-Hoxhaism 
strengthens itself if it overcomes all movements and trends in the 
ideological class struggle which - in one way or another - deny the 
inevitability of the globalized revolutionary path of the world proletariat 
to the globalized socialism. We Stalinist-Hoxhaists analyze the current 
revolutionary movements around the world. We foresee their future 
development, their international interrelations and trends. We are the 
only world-revolutionary force that unites the world revolutionary 
movement, namely on the basis of our unified, coherent, universal 
theory of the world socialist revolution. The restoration of socialism is 
impossible without the restoration of Marxism-Leninism, without its 
further development which we call Stalinism-Hoxhaism. The 
proletarian ideology was strong enough to develop the dominant 
ideology in a socialist country. This is not sufficient under conditions of 
globalization. Now, we must globalize the proletarian ideology, so that 
it becomes the dominant ideology throughout the world. 

Anyone who agrees with us that Stalinism-Hoxhaism is the further 
advanced Marxism-Leninism, must consequently acknowledge that 
the political economy of socialism "in one country" must be further 
developed, namely as the globally modified political economy of world 
socialism. Without a new political economy of world socialism, 
socialism can not be restored. Without the political economy of world 
socialism the inevitability of the restoration of political economy of 
revisionism can not be eliminated. The elimination of the inevitability of 
the restoration of the political economy of revisionism requires the 
restoration of the political economy of socialism. Does this mean that 
we are able to live in world socialism without the experiences of the 
economy of socialism "in one country"? Not at all ! The first socialist 
country, the Soviet Union, had to create the new socialist economic 


forms, so to speak "from scratch" - thus without existence of asuitable 
model. The socialist Albania was able to use the experiences of the 
Soviet Union, and avoided the mistakes which had led to the 
restoration of capitalism in the USSR. And we Stalinists-Hoxhaists can 
learn from the experience of socialism "in one country". We need not 
to create forms of the socialist world economy "from scratch". We only 
need to modify socialist economy according to the conditions of 
globalization. 


We have subsequently selected a full article as a quote, in which the 
restoration of capitalism in the USSR was worked out. We publish this 
article, titled "The Soviet economy - a complete and final capitalist 
economy", written by Aristotel Pano, an economist, journalist, lecturer 
and professor at the University of Tirana, in 1975 (from: "Albania 
Today"). We possessed only the German edition. That's why we 
apologize for the bad English translation: 


“The Soviet economy - a complete and final 
capitalist economy" 


Aristotel Pano - Tirana 1975 - "Albania Today" 


Of course, the prelude for the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet 
Union was the great ideological betrayal and usurpation of the 
leadership of the CPSU by a group of traitors which assumed open 
shape on the infamous 20th Congress of the CPSU. This clique of 
traitors with Khrushchev at the top initiated the process of 
degeneration of the then existing in the Soviet dictatorship of the 
proletariat into a dictatorship of the emerging new Soviet bourgeoisie. 
The entire superstructure of Soviet society degenerated. The former 
dictatorship of the proletariat became a wild fascist dictatorship of the 
revisionist new bourgeoisie. The Soviet socialist state became a 
social-imperialist state. Although the beginning of the degeneration 
process of the Soviet superstructure was also the beginning of the 
restoration of capitalism, the degeneration of the superstructure could 
not have proceeded without the degeneration of the economic base. 
Therefore, the degeneration process of the superstructure also began 
with the process of degeneration of the economic base. These was a 
dialectical and complex interaction between the degeneration of the 
superstructure and the degeneration of the base, which inspired each 
other and intensified until they finally assumed their final capitalist 
form. For the degeneration of the socialist relations of production in 
capitalist relations the treacherous Khrushchevite leaders (as our party 


stressed in its documents), exploited some shortcomings which 
existed particularly in the distribution ratios (the flagrant pay gap, 
which has been criticized by our party rightly as a dangerous evil). 
Capitalism is known as the highest and general stage of commodity 
production. 

With scientific genius Marx showed in ‘Kapital’ that where the 
production of commodities is generally and flourishing, capitalist 
exploitation arises by itself. Therefore Marx started the whole analysis 
of capitalism in 'Kapital’ with the analysis of the commodity. Lenin 
defended the economic theory of Marx and developed them further. 
He emphasized: 

"The essential features of capitalism, according to his theory, are (1) 
commodity production, as the general form of production. The product 
assumes the form of a commodity in the most diverse social 
production organisms, but only in capitalist production is that form of 
the product of labour general, and not exceptional, isolated, 
accidental. The second feature of capitalism (2)—not only the product 
of labour, but also labour itself, i.e., human labour-power, assumes the 
form of a commodity. The degree to which the commodity form of 
labour-power is developed is an indication of the degree to which 
capitalism is developed". 

(Lenin, Volume 1, page 437) 

After having seized the leadership of the party and the state in the 
Soviet Union, the Soviet revisionist traitors created - in a veiled way - 
the objective conditions for the development of the Soviet economy, 
precisely according to the two indicators mentioned above. Since each 
practical activity must be ideologically prepared, attacked the Soviet 
revisionists after 1953 as the first argument of Marxist economic 
theory, the thesis about the commodity production and the law of value 
in socialism. 

It is known that Marxism-Leninism does not deny the absolute 
necessity for the existence of commodity production after the seizure 
of state power by the working class.On the contrary. The production of 
commodities is objectively present in the first stage. But as 'remnant' 
of capitalism it must never be expanded and flourish. On the contrary, 
the area of commodity production and the law of value must be 
restricted and limited, namely to such degree as the socialist sector of 
the economy expands and strengthens. This way, the socialist 
relations of production mature until the objective conditions are finally 
ripe in order to eliminate the commodity production completely. The 
truly Marxist-Leninist party and the socialist state of the working class 
who hold the production of commodities for a certain period of 
inevitable, know the danger it contains within itself. They take 
conscious measures by which the objective conditions are created in 
order to liquidate production of commodities definitively in future. But 
in contrast, the Soviet revisionist traitors and their lackeys after 1953 in 
order to disguise the process of restoration of capitalism with 
demagogic phrases, applied their diabolical thesis that the old 
categories, inherited from capitalism (including the production of 
commodities and the law of value ) must be fully deployed and 
flourished before they cease to be effective. Since we cannot 
enumerate here all "scientific arguments" of this diabolical thesis, we 


only mention the veiled program of the CPSU which was adopted at 
the 22nd Congress of the CPSU. The program states: 

"For the communist construction it is necessary to fully exploit the 
relation commodity-money ..." 

In contrast to the entire Marxist-Leninist theory, which refers to the 
absolute necessity of the limitation and reduction of commodity 
production in the stage of transition to communism, the Soviet 
revisionists, as conscious traitors to Marxism and because they want 
to conceal the process of restoration of capitalism, speak of the 
"complete exploitation” of the commodity-money relation for the 
construction of communism. That, what this "complete exploitation" 
really means, can be clearly seen in their practical economic 
measures, the measures for the transformation of socialist production 
into capitalist commodity production. All "theoretical" lies and practical 
measures of these renegades represent an open betrayal of the 
teachings of Marxism-Leninism, which they claim to "develop". 

Lenin underlined: 

"Marxism teaches that a society which is based on commodity 
production, inevitably enters the path of capitalism at a certain stage of 
development." (no indication of source) 

And the measures in the field of economy, taken by the Soviet 
revisionists after 1953, created next to the degeneration process of the 
superstructure objectively also a certain level of development of 
commodity production, which led to the emergence of capitalism in the 
economy, which has now developed in full and final. All concrete 
economic measures of the Soviet revisionists after 1953, reached a 
peak in 1965 with the so-called "economic reforms" which had only 
one goal: to restore the capitalist economy of commodity production. 
Regardless, with which "Marxist" phrases such measures were 
justified or how their capitalist nature was veiled from the working 
people, are essentially measures of the restoration of capitalism, a 
process that has been completed today. These measures concerned 
in various stages respectively the production, distribution, exchange, 
management of the economy, etc. However, overall they express: the 
degeneration of the socialist economy, the boundless expansion of 
commodity-money relations, the establishment of the capitalist 
economy of commodity production, the creation of conditions for the 
formation and operation of all the categories of the capitalist economy, 
which we will cover below. 

The most important element in the entire process of expansion and 
flourishing of capitalist commodity production in the Soviet Union was 
the transformation of labour power into a commodity. Marxism teaches 
that "capitalism is the stage of development of commodity production 
in which the labour power becomes a commodity". Since this process 
of transformation of labor-power into a commodity is completed today 
in the Soviet Union, it is understood that this is a completely capitalist 
economy. The labour power is transformed into a commodity if the 
workers are stripped of all means of production, and if they are forced 
to sell their labour power. 

The process by which the Soviet labour force was stripped of the 
means of production, was simultaneously the process in which the 
proletarian dictatorship was transformed into the dictatorship of the 


new Soviet bourgeoisie. With the degeneration of the Soviet state, with 
its transformation into a dictatorship of the new Soviet bourgeoisie, the 
means of production - which were state or cooperative property - , 
were also transformed into the property of the revisionist new 
bourgeoisie who has usurped the power. The Soviet working class 
was deprived of the means of production, and it has nothing to sell 
except their labour power, which, like all other factors of production, 
became a commodity. 

To assure ourselves that the character of state ownership depends of 
the class-character of the state, thus in whose hands the state is, we 
need only to regard the current reality of Western capitalist states, in 
which the state property has expanded significantly in recent years. 
Nobody would come up with the idea of calling state property = 
"socialist" property, thus property of the workers, which exists today in 
the Western capitalist countries. Why? Because the state-owned 
property belongs always to those class which has the power. As long 
as the bourgeoisie, the capitalists are in power, the state property is a 
form of capitalist property, it is state monopoly capitalism. 

The same applies in essence also to the Soviet Union. It is certainly 
not superfluous to point out here, that Engels - one century ago - has 
underlined in his work "Anti-Duhrung" that the character of the state 
property depends of the hands in which the state is. 

The transformation of socialist ownership into state capitalist 
ownership of a new type and the labour power into a commodity, was 
not carried out as with a magic wand in one fell swoop. This needed 
rather a longer process of degeneration of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat into the dictatorship of the revisionist new bourgeoisie in the 
Soviet Union. 

While the processes took place of degeneration of the superstructure, 
the changing nature of ownership, the transformation of labour power 
into a commodity, the expansion and prosperity of capitalist commodity 
production, also the process of restoration of capitalist exploitation in 
the Soviet Union occured by themselves, in all its breadth and depth. 
This was the inevitable result of the restoration of capitalist commodity 
production. Karl Marx taught: 

"... in the period of capitalism, when social wealth becomes to an ever- 
increasing degree the property of those who are in a position to 
appropriate continually and ever afresh the unpaid labour of others. 
This result becomes inevitable from the moment there is a free sale, 
by the labourer himself, of labour-power as a commodity. But it is also 
only from then onwards that commodity production is generalised and 
becomes the typical form of production; it is only from then onwards 
that, from the first, every product is produced for sale and all wealth 
produced goes through the sphere of circulation. Only when and 
where wage labour is its basis does commodity production impose 
itself upon society as a whole; but only then and there also does it 
unfold all its hidden potentialities. To say that the supervention of wage 
labour adulterates commodity production is to say that commodity 
production must not develop if it is to remain unadulterated. To the 
extent that commodity production, in accordance with its own inherent 
laws, develops further, into capitalist production, the property laws of 
commodity production change into the laws of capitalist appropriation. 


(remark: We may well, therefore, feel astonished at the cleverness Of 
Proudhon, who would abolish capitalistic property by enforcing the 
eternal laws of property that are based on commodity production!) 
(Karl Marx, "Das Kapital" - Volume 1, Chapter XXIV, page 391, English 
edition) 


There is no longer any doubt that the main form of capitalism in the 
Soviet Union exists state monopoly capitalism of a new type . The 
"New" is only in its formation and role, but in its essence it is the same 
as capitalism in all capitalist countries. 

In the Western countries state capitalism emerged by the bourgeois 
state which especially realized nationalizations by means of 
compensation. In the Soviet Union state capitalism was created solely 
through the process of degeneration of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat into the dictatorship of the new bourgeoisie. In the Western 
capitalist countries, state capitalism plays a secondary role to the 
private capital, it is a tool of private capital. In the Soviet Union today, 
however, the state capitalism plays a major, predominant role. 

If we point out that the main form of capitalism in the Soviet Union is a 
new type of state-monopoly capitalism, the other forms of capital and 
capitalism must be mentioned, which do exist there today: 

Since the new Soviet bourgeoisie gets high salaries in the state and 
cooperative sector, it leads a fairytale-like life and can also make great 
"savings" in form of deposits, which attract interest and "produce" new 
money. We are not talking out against the possibility of making savings 
in socialism. With an increasing general prosperity that working people 
can also make savings in order to better meet their needs in the future. 
But if only such "people with special abilities" are able to save, if the 
savings are derived from extremely high salaries and bonuses, which 
of course results in very high interest rates, then we cannot talk 
anymore about "savings". Then this is nothing but loanable capital, 
money begets money. 

Lenin says: 

"The starting-point of all capital—both industrial and merchant’s—is 
the accumulation of free money in the hands of individuals (by free 
money we mean that money which is not needed for personal 
consumption, etc.)." (Lenin, Volume 3, page 360) 

The new Soviet bourgeoisie and part of the labor aristocracy possess 
today as deposits about 60 billion rubles annually. This attracts interest 
of 2 billion rubles and all this without lifting a finger for it. The devised 
formula by Marx - a century ago - that of loanable capital, G-'G’, is 
exactly the same formula of alleged "savings" of the new Soviet 
bourgeoisie. 

But that is not the only form of private money capital, which is in fonds 
of the new Soviet bourgeoisie. There are other forms, so the 
government bonds, insurance, etc. Finally, must necessarily be 
mentioned yet another form of commodity production which creates 
new capitalists in the Soviet Union every day. This form is the 
"courtyard of cooperative farmers". No Marxist has ever denied that 
the cooperative members, as long as the Agricultural Cooperatives 
can not satisfy all the needs of its members, may have their own farm, 


to meet some needs of their family. But if such a "farm" is expanded 
excessively and not anymore restricted in meeting the needs of the 
family, then it becomes a mode of simple commodity production, 
which, as Lenin said, continuously, daily, hourly generates capitalism. 
This is the type of economy of a large number of "collective farms" in 
the Soviet Union today. These farms now supply 60 percent of the 
vegetables, 80 percent of the fruit, etc. As sites of commodity 
production they create new capitalists daily. 


The analysis of the capitalist nature of the Soviet economy may not be 
made due to the external appearances of the demagogy of traitors at 
Marxism, due to the laws and legal forms, and due to empty shells of 
"socialism" , but based on the real economic conditions, such as the 
lassics of Marxism-Leninism, our party and Comrade Enver teach it. In 
a Critique at the Narodniks Lenin teaches the Marxists: 

"To determine the 'type' (of an economy - A. Pano), you have of course 
to take the main economic indicators and not juridical forms." 

(Lenin quotation without indication of source) 

The economic reality of the Soviet Union today demonstrates that the 
revisionist bourgeoisie, without having a notarized title deeds over the 
national means of production in the pocket, exploits the working class 
thanks to her real disposability over the means of production. On on 
Capitalist way the revisionist bourgeoisie appropriates surplus value 
out of the unpaid labour of ordinary working people. 

Like all other elements of the production relations are the relations of 
distribution completely degenerate. Therefore, the new Soviet 
bourgeoisie likes to allow workers to have a copy of the Soviet 
Constitution in the drawer, which guarantees common property, while 
the bourgeoisie has only in her drawer the bank statements, on which 
the sums of stored rubles constantly increase. 

The entirely expropriated surplus value by the Soviet bourgeoisie 
takes various forms. A large part of this surplus value is transformed 
by the bourgeoisie - as the collective owner over the means of 
production - in various ways into capital of state monopoly capitalism. 
This part and the means of production posses the bourgeoisie as a 
class and not as an individual. Another part of the appropriated surplus 
value, the bourgeoisie distributes among the individual members of 
her own class, in form of fat salaries and countless awards, which the 
new Soviet managers have introduced in recent years and which 
continuously grow. 

A comparison between the members of the Soviet bourgeoisie, who 
appropriate the surplus value in form of salaries and bonuses, and the 
wage of an ordinary worker is sufficiant for the understanding of the 
totally exploitive character of capitalist relations of distribution in the 
Soviet Union. Earnings and bonuses of senior Soviet Managers (quite 
apart from the elite of the party, the state, the army and science) are 
15 - 20 times larger than the basic wage of an ordinary worker. To 
make it easier to maintain her rule, the Soviet bourgeoisie corrupts of 
course a small part of the working class by premiums and transforms it 
- just like in capitalist society - in the labor aristocracy. 

Today's distribution system in the Soviet Union, the countless, 


unlimited premiums, has nothing to do with the socialist principle of 
distribution thus according to the performance. Under the signboard of 
"recognition of special merits of the managers" it is in the service of 
the new bourgeoisie to individually appropriate some of the surplus 
value, which was produced by the unpaid labour of the Soviet workers. 
Therefore the class distinctions aggravate: On the one hand, the class 
of the new Soviet bourgeoisie, which leads a fairytale-like life of luxury, 
on the other hand, the ordinary working people who live in such 
poverty in which - as the Soviet journal "Sozialistitscheskaja industrija" 
described a few years ago - only the wooden spoon was replaced by a 
metal spoon. Otherwise it could not be. When Khrushchev came to 
power, he promised everybody golden spoon, but under "everybody" 
he understood only the Soviet bourgeoisie, which seized power at the 
means of production, all the others should be wage slaves, which they 
have also become. 

The degree of exploitation of workers in capitalist society is calculated 
by the rate of surplus value, which expresses the relationship between 
surplus value and variable capital. Although the Soviet statistics of 
these categories still use the "socialist" names , it distorts the amount 
of variable capital and also adds the salaries of a part of the new 
Soviet bourgeoisie. However, as | said, they are a part of the surplus 
value. But also the "doctored" informations of the Soviet statistics 
show that the degree of exploitation of the Soviet working class in 
1972 was 23 percent higher than in 1960. That is the "gain" of the 
Soviet working class at the so-called "construction of communism" 
(read: the restoration of capitalism). 


With the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union, the law of 
socialist economics was replaced through the economic law of 
capitalism. The process of capitalist restoration took several years, 
which were simultaneously years of the expansion of the capitalist 
laws and categories, until they reached their completed state. The 
Basic Law of the Soviet economy today is to achieve maximum profits. 
One aspect of its practical effectiveness is that all the activities of the 
Soviet establishments is assessed by a main code, according to the 
so-called "return of funds" (read: return on capital). The Soviet 
revisionists can launch so much demagoguery, as they wish, however 
the goal of their production is everything else than "satisfying the 
needs of the working masses" - because not words but deeds count. 
As long as the big earnings of Soviet Manager depend solely on the 
"rate of return of funds", anyone can understand that they do 
everything possible not to satisfy the needs of the economy and the 
working people, but to fill their own pockets, to increase their own 
bonuses. Their motto is exactly the old adage: "The shirt is nearer than 
the coat." 

The regulator of Soviet production are solely the law of value and the 
spontaneity of the market. The second index, for evaluating the labour 
of Soviet enterprises, is the volume of sales. But the volume of sales is 
directly determined by the market economy, so that Soviet production 
is regulated by the spontaneity of the market, and not by means of a 
"plan", about which they spread fairytales. Pro forma, the Soviet 


revisionists play comedies and "criticize" supposedly the so-called 
"market socialism" of a certain Ota Sik, but they, themselves, have 
long been introduced market capitalism. 

The distribution of the investments in the Soviet Union is made today 
according to the so-called "normative coefficient of capital investment", 
which is only the "socialist" name for the average rate of profit. The 
entire Soviet economy is determined by the category of the capitalist 
production price. For this, the revisionists fabricate a thousand tricks 
with "socialist" names and arguments. The decentralization of pricing 
(prices set by the companies themselves ), the "tiered pricing” etc., 
corresponds completely to the play of free prices, albeit in other forms. 
In the economy the capitalist category of interest on capital was 
introduced. 

The struggle of the individual businesses, to create more favorable 
conditions for the stimulation funds, cheaper credit and capital, a 
profittrachtigere structure of assortments, etc., is nothing more than a 
form of competition as in the capitalist economy. Through the merger, 
through the merger and relocation of the activity of companies, the 
Soviet revisionists cover up in truth only the bankruptcy of individual 
capitalist enterprises. However, this bankruptcy exists. Many Soviet 
enterprises today face the financial bankruptcy. In the period 1965 - 
1971, alone the bonds of the companies to the banks were not repaid 
within the prescribed time limit. This figure did increase 2 - 3 fold. 
Exceeding the repayment period by the Soviet farms took in the years 
1966 - 1977 by an average of 25 percent, while the total of all non- 
timely repaid debt increased by 79 percent. 

The complete restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union could bring 
with it only the fairytale-like enrichment of the new bourgeoisie, the 
impoverishment of the working masses, continued failures of the 
economy occurring in veiled forms, and unemployment crises and 
other capitalist phenomena. 

As evidence of the disastrous consequences of the restoration of 
capitalism in the Soviet economy, we only want to mention the 
conspicuous decline in the pace of development - compared to the 
time when the socialist economy still existed. Compared to the period 
1945 - 1960, the growth rate of national income fell in the Soviet Union 
in the years 1960 - 1965 by 44 per cent, in the years 1965 to 1970 by 
35 percent and up to 1974 by another 58 percent. It should be noted 
that the indicators on the development of the Soviet economy and the 
tremendous growth of Soviet military production is included in the last 
few years, according to the publication of the Soviet statistics. If one 
would disregard this, you could even more clearly recognize the crisis 
and the actual regression of the Soviet economy. 

The whole analysis of the available facts shows now very well that the 
Soviet economy is a full and final capitalist economy. Just this 
Capitalist economy is the basis of the Soviet social-imperialism: 
inwardly a cruel exploitation of the own working people, antagonistic 
class contradictions, stagnation and ongoing crises, unprecedented 
militarization etc., and outwardly characterized by economic 
expansion, political and military interventions, exploitation of other 
countries, primarily the "allied" Eastern Europe. 

(From:. "Albania Today", 1975 edition July-August, page 43-47, 


German edition) 


Collapse of the economy of modern revisionism 
and consequences 


The modern revisionists regret bygone times. Why? They dream of the 
restoration of socialism, however only for the one and only reason: the 
renaissance of their parasitism within socialism. No socialism - no 
parasitism. Parasitism - this is what they are waiting and fighting for. 
Therefore, they masquerade as alleged "anti-revisionists", and 
consequently, we communists unmask them as neo-revisionists, 
namely as "anti-revisionists" in words and revisionists in deeds. 
Revisionism cannot be fought with the neo-revisionists. Revisionism 
can only be defeated exclusively by the Stalinist-Hoxhaists. 

Epitome of the restoration of capitalism and swan song of the aged 
"modern" revisionism of the Soviet Union that was finally "Glasnost" 
and "Peristroyka" of Gorbachev. That was the final act of the "socialist" 
comedy of the modern revisionists and it raises the question: what 
kind of revisionist crime is worse: The restoration of capitalism itself, or 
the identification of "communism" with the revisionist, social-fascist, 
social-imperialist crimes acting as an effective ideological deterrent 
against the restoration of socialism ? 

The world bourgeoisie has implanted the discredited "communism" 
into the minds of the majority of the world proletariat. That is indeed 
the main hindrance for us communists and our struggle of winning the 
majority of the world proletariat for world socialism and world 
communism. And the struggle against the discreditation of communism 
can only be won with the defeat of the neo-revisionists, who want to 
restore the revisionism at power. Learning from the crimes of 
restoration of capitalism from the past, that is the only way to avoid 
restoration of capitalism on a global scale in future. 

The "Perestroika" and "Glasnost", the ideology of "revolution from 
above", were two of the last masks of modern revisionism, which were 
dropped in the Soviet Union. But whether "capitalist socialism" or 
"socialist capitalism" - that was only a matter of revisionist cosmetics 
and had lost desired effect. 

The "Prestroyka" and "Glasnost" were the awards in gratitude for 
successful completion of restored capitalism, an admission ticket, a 
free ticket for the intervention of Western capital. 

"Perestroyka" and "Glasnost" remained as a short and hurried prayer 
of the bourgeois socialists for their salvation. A "great boom" of the 
Capitalist economy in Russia should come and "heal" all ulcers of 
rotten bourgeois socialism. But how can the world imperialist system, 
rotten by itself, revive the corpse of bourgeois socialism? The restored 
capitalism - as any other form of capitalism - is beyond remedy and 
doomed. The crisis and the ulcers of Russian new type of capitalism 
could not be concealed any longer. They burst out openly, namely with 
devastating consequences for the socio-economic situation of the 
working class and the peoples of the former Soviet Union. 

It was the mask of the "reconstruction" of the rotten bourgeois 


socialism, a consolation to the last disillusionment of all those 
revisionists who still mourned the comfortable luxury of "communist" 
rule. They were afraid of having to give up their old parasitic existence 
under the "new" course, of losing their benefice to foreign capitalists, 
etc., etc. The "socialist" bourgeoisie of the old party- and state 
apparatus paved the way to the new open capitalist bourgeoisie. 
However this took place not without struggle among the different shifts 
within the bourgeoisie herself. The Soviet revisionists interchanged 
thus - as well as in all other Eastern European countries - the position 
of power through the opposition position (of course, with the political 
goal to regain their old position of power). 

And because they had been discredited ideologically, they needed a 
new false identity. So the various factions emerged with various "left" 
tendencies, as everywhere in the world, whether Euro Communism, 
Maoism and centrist currents like those of Ludo Martens in Belgium. 
Most dangerous is the centrist current which disguises itself with the 
Hoxhaism. The Russian revisionism of today consists of countless 
movements, all trying in their own way, to keep the Russian working 
class away from the new proletarian revolution and to undermine the 
struggle for the revolutionary restoration of socialism, namely by 
pursuing the path of class conciliation, and all the ways for further 
customization and submission of the Russian working class to the 
needs of world imperialism and of great power chauvinism of the ruling 
class in Russia - under the mask: "Let's reperform the life of the old 
socialist times". The meaning of this sentence is translated into 
Stalinism-Hoxhaism: restoration of social-imperialism by revision of 
modern revisionism, by neo-revisionism! With the "struggle against" 
world capitalism the world revisionists do nothing but to protect world 
capitalism against world socialism. 

At the head of the world revolutionary movement are not the 
revisionists, but the Stalinists-Hoxhaists who defend the victorious red 
banner of the Bolsheviks and the banner of Enver Hoxha against all 
currents of neo-revisionism! 


Here we stop the English translation of the German book. 


TRANSLATION WILL BE CONTINUED AS SOON AS 
POSSIBLE !! 


In addition we recommend the following text of the Comintern (SH) written in 2015: 
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